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Despite the increased need for counselor educators, less than half of graduates of 
counselor education and supervision (CES) programs enter into faculty positions after 
graduation. There is also a significant lack of diversity among counselor educators. Some 
researchers found that the quality of a mentoring relationship influences the mentee’s 
self-efficacy and career choice. The purpose of this quantitative survey research study 
was to explore the perceived quality of the participant’s mentoring relationship as 
measured by the Mentorship in Clinical Training Scale (MiCTS) and whether that score 
predicted the participant’s career choice or a change in career choice, investigate whether 
students’ demographic variables of race, age, or gender were related to their perceived 
quality of the mentoring relationship and describe qualities identified as essential 
qualities of an ideal mentor across the CES students’ age, gender, and race. The 
conceptual underpinnings of this study were Bandura’s social cognitive theory, Kram’s 
theory of mentorship, and Gottfredson’s theory of circumscription. The researcher used 
binomial logistic regressions, analysis of variances (ANOVA), and descriptive statistics 
to analyze participant’s responses on the MiCTS and career related questions. Key 
findings from this study are that the MiCTS total scores cannot predict whether the 
participants obtained a full-time faculty position but can predict if a participant 
experienced a career goal change. Participants scored the research domain as the most 
essential quality of an ideal mentor. A key recommendation from this study is to start 
mentoring programs earlier than in a CES program. Social change implications relate to 
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Chapter 1: Introduction to the Study 
 The counseling profession is faced with a severe shortage of faculty who have 
doctoral degrees accredited by the Council for Accreditation of Counselor Education and 
Related Programs (CACREP; Hinkle et al., 2017; Hipolito-Delgado et al., 2017; Isaacs & 
Sabella, 2013; Woo et al., 2017). There is also a shortage of diverse counseling faculty 
(Hinkle et al., 2017). Many counselor educators have created mentorship programs aimed 
at strengthening retention rates, attending to issues of diversity, and increasing the 
likelihood of students entering into faculty positions (Stark et al., 2019). Therefore, in 
this study, I examined how participants’ perception of the quality of their mentoring 
relationship might predict the career choice or a career choice change of counselor 
education and supervision (CES) students with an emphasis on students from diverse 
backgrounds. I also collected demographic data on mentees and what qualities they 
wanted in an ideal mentor which allowed me to analyze the relationship between mentees 
demographic variables (i.e., gender, race, and age) and their ideal qualities of a mentor. 
The results of this study might provide counseling faculty and administrators insight into 
how experiences in mentorship could influence the career choices of CES students, what 
students want from a mentor, and could possibly be a rationale for including career 
exploration into mentoring relationships between faculty and CES students.  
The results of this study have implications for social change. For instance, 
previous researchers found that allied health students reported many gains from being 
mentored (Anekstein & Vereen, 2018; Baltrinic et al., 2016; Borders et al., 2012; 
Dollarhide et al., 2013; Gadbois & Graham, 2012; Hipolito-Delgado et al., 2017; 
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Murdock et al., 2013; Protivnak & Foss, 2009; Yob & Crawford, 2012). These gains 
included increased confidence to enter an occupation after receiving mentorship that 
involved career exploration, persistence to graduation, and feeling more connected as a 
student and alumni (Conklin et al., 2013; Denault et al., 2019; Whiston et al., 2017). 
Therefore, CES faculty and administrators might be able to use the results of this study to 
strengthen their pre-existing mentoring programs or create new mentoring programs for 
CES students. In particular, counselor educators can create mentorship programs using 
the ideal scores from the MiCTS (Prouty et al., 2015) which could identify factors that 
CES students want in their ideal mentoring relationship. In this chapter, I discuss the 
background, purpose of this study, identify my research questions, the conceptual 
framework for the study, and the assumptions, scope, and delimitations of my study. 
Most importantly, I address the significance of this study.  
Background 
Counselor educator positions are projected to increase nearly 20% over the next five 
to eight years thus representing a substantial need to fill counselor educator positions 
(U.S. Department of Labor, 2017). While there is a significant need for graduates of CES 
doctoral programs to enter academia, only between 20% and 43% of CES graduates 
reported wanting to pursue a faculty position upon graduation (Hinkle et al., 2017; Isaacs 
& Sabella, 2013; Woo et al., 2017). Hinkle et al. (2017) identified four major themes as 
reasons students had for entering a CES doctoral program. These were to become a 
professor (n = 22), to seek respect and job security (n = 2), to grow as a clinical leader (n 
= 2), to succeed for family and others (n = 2) and neutral or a combination of the above 
3 
 
responses (n = 7). However, only about 45% of these participants reported that they had 
actually entered a faculty position upon graduation (Hinkle et al., 2017). In addition, 
Hinkle et al.’s (2017) study brought attention to how students’ perception of the low 
salary and perceived rigor of academic positions may deter CES graduates from applying 
for faculty positions. Thus Hinkle et al. called for future researchers to more fully explore 
career decisions of CES students.  
Woo et al. (2017) highlighted the need for more extensive research on CES student 
perceptions of faculty roles. These researchers reported that most CES students did not 
know about the high demand for CES faculty and that career expectations, rather than 
career intention, may be a factor in why CES doctoral students reported a desire to obtain 
a faculty position but did not go into the profession. For instance, Woo et al. found 
evidence to support a misalignment between what CES students believed a faculty 
position entailed and what faculty actually do. These authors urged other researchers to 
explore this misalignment (Woo et al., 2017).  
Kuo et al. (2017) found that researcher self‐efficacy and motivation to conduct 
research predicted faculty research productivity. They also found that the doctoral 
student’s relationship with his or her advisor moderated the relationship between research 
motivation and productivity. The results of Kuo et al.’s study highlighted the importance 
of the advising relationship when advisors act as mentors. Kuo et al. helped make the link 
between advisors and mentors in that they found mentors served as role models in many 
areas, such as teaching, research, counselor advocacy efforts, and professional 
engagement. Kuo et al. also reported the mentoring experiences of CES doctoral students 
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influenced counselor self‐growth, promotion of well‐being, empowerment, and adherence 
to professional ethics. 
Many researchers found that counselors-in-training and CES students of color 
demonstrated significant positive gains from having a mentor, yet many students of color 
reported not having the opportunity to have a mentor (Brown & Grothaus, 2019; 
Hipolito-Delgado et al., 2017; Miller & Stone, 2011). Hipolito-Delgado et al. (2017) 
emphasized the need for counselor educators to proactively provide mentoring and 
advising of counseling students of color because they identified three protective factors 
that helped students persist to graduation: diversity among peers and faculty, faculty 
support, and family and friends as support. These researchers also reported that students 
identified having to balance work, family and school, and feeling disconnected from the 
program, along with incidents of White dominance, as risk factors related to persistence 
in counseling programs. Respondents in Hipolito-Delgado et al.’s study placed more of 
an importance on feeling connected to the program than on academic learning aspects of 
the program.  
In particular, African American females shared that they were more likely to attend 
class if they felt the professor understood them and their experiences (Hipolito-Delgado 
et al., 2017). Brown and Grothaus (2019) reported CES students were more likely to trust 
a faculty member who was of the same race. Unfortunately, Sanderson et al. (2000) 
found that only 5% of full-time faculty members were African American. These 
researchers also found that African American counselor educators stayed in faculty 
positions due to the ability of having a flexible lifestyle and engaging in meaningful work 
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(Sanderson et al., 2000). However, these African American faculty also expressed a lack 
in the sense of belonging which inhibited their desire to remain in these faculty positions 
(Sanderson et al., 2000). 
Sanderson et al.’s (2000) findings on how African American counselor educators 
were not feeling connected to their program and university may explain the shortage of 
minority counselor educators. For instance, Myers (2017) found only 25% of current CES 
faculty identified as being an ethnic minority and approximately 50% of all minority 
students enrolled in a doctoral program did not complete their degree. Many faculty of 
color reported feeling isolated and unsupported which led them to leave academia 
(Lloyd-Jones, 2014) which leaves counselors-in-training without mentors who look like 
them. The lack of counselors of color starts with the weak pipeline of African American 
students going from high school to college and graduate school (Johnson et al., 2007). 
This deficit is due to weak relationships with mentors in high school and shortages in 
recruitment and retention (Johnson et al., 2007). Other explanations for the shortage of 
African American counselor educators relate to stress, lack of resources, and an increase 
in barriers (Bradley & Holcomb-McCoy, 2004). Although faculty of any racial 
background face challenges, the effect of stress on African American counselor educators 
is more compelling because so few African American counselor educators exist (Brooks 
& Steen, 2010).  
Faculty and administrators serving in programs accredited by CACREP often found 
themselves in a lose-lose situation in which they were unable to attract minority master’s 
level students because they did not have a diverse faculty, and did not have a diverse 
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faculty, because of the lack of minority master’s level students (Meyers, 2017). While 
many universities have tried to develop ways to attract and retain minority counselors on 
both the master’s and doctoral levels, few researchers have investigated how minority 
students in CES doctoral programs make career choices (Farmer et al., 2017). In fact, 
Farmer et al. (2017) identified the lack of knowing how CES doctoral students perceive 
faculty roles and make career decisions as a limitation of their study and an area worthy 
of exploration. 
Other researchers indicated how mentors can influence the mentee’s career choice as 
well as self-efficacy (Murdock et al., 2013). Murdock et al. (2013) found that mentorship 
influenced both the mentee and mentor and can take on different forms. For instance, 
Murdock reported that CES doctoral students who mentored master’s level students also 
reported positive professional outcomes of scholarly productivity and greater satisfaction 
with their educational training program.  
Magnuson et al. (2009) found that new faculty members who had mentors to guide 
them through the research processes experienced less stress and greater productivity 
which then led to successful completion of their tenure process. Hollingsworth and 
Fassinger (2002) contended that students’ research productivity was strongly related to 
their research mentoring experiences. Other researchers found that the mentorship of 
doctoral students aided in the student obtaining positive professional outcomes such as 
promotions, wage increases, and overall job satisfaction (Burgess, 2007), that having a 
mentor was one of the best ways to increase the chances of the counselor educator’s 
research productivity (Briggs & Pehrsson, 2008), and that self-efficacy levels rose as the 
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student engaged in mentoring experiences (Baltrinic et al., 2015). The numerous findings 
on how mentorship influenced both the mentor and mentee was the rationale that the 
Association for Counselor Education and Supervision (ACES) used when creating their 
research mentor guidelines (Borders et al., 2012). The ACES wanted to increase research 
productivity and addressed the need for guidelines on research mentorship (Borders et al., 
2012).  
Other researchers have explored the negative impact of the absence of a mentor. For 
instance, Milsom and Moran (2015) found that most CES students who entered into 
faculty positions reported a lack of formal support in the form of an assigned mentor and 
that this lack of mentoring, or inadequate mentoring, created stress and frustration for 
them. Lastly, Hill et al. (2005) found low research productivity for some counselor 
education faculty and doctoral students was linked to the lack of effective research 
mentoring. This finding was especially significant for African Americans and female 
counselor educators in which over two-thirds of the sample reported not having a mentor 
as being the most significant factor in them wanting to leave their faculty position.  
After an exhaustive literature review, I could not find any research that explored 
factors related to CES students’ career choices and quality of the mentoring relationship. 
There is also limited research on the demographic makeup of CES students and counselor 
educators (Brown & Grothaus, 2019; Hinkle et al., 2017; Isaacs & Sabella, 2013) as well 
as limited data from quantitative studies among the counseling profession (Borders et al., 
2012). Therefore, I filled a gap in the research by conducting a quantitative study that 
was robust and attended to many of the factors currently impacting the counseling 
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profession. Results from this study may be beneficial in providing counselor educators 
with statistics that could support them in creating better mentoring programs for CES 
students by examining how mentorship experiences might predict a career choice change, 
how the perceived quality of the mentoring relationship might predict career choice, how 
demographic variables could influence CES students’ perceived quality of the mentoring 
relationship, and how essential ideal mentoring qualities might vary across the CES 
student demographics of age, gender, and race. Some of the results might also provide 
insight into what CES established faculty should include in mentoring experiences for 
new faculty. Results might relate to CES students who graduated from CACREP 
accredited programs. Therefore, this study may link some of the previous findings on 
mentorship with the specific population of CES graduates. In particular I explored how 
the perceived quality of the mentoring relationship might predict career choice and how 
demographic variables of age, race, and gender might influence CES student’s choice in 
identifying essential qualities associated with ideal mentors. Therefore, my results might 
provide insight into (a) the lack of diversity among the counselor education and 
supervision profession; (b) if having a mentor increases the chances of CES graduates 
going into a specific career; (c) what experiences the mentee reported as being the most 
essential of their mentor; and (d) if a mentee’s demographics played a role in the 
perception of the quality of the mentoring relationship. For instance, the results of this 
study might lead to identifying ways of increasing the chances for mentees to enter 
faculty positions which may help support the field of counseling and could aid in 




According to the United States Department of Labor (2017), the need for CES 
faculty will increase between 18-20% over the next five years. The shortage of 
adequately trained counselor educators from programs accredited by CACREP exists 
because the 2016 CACREP standards now require faculty teaching in counselor 
education master’s and CES doctoral programs to hold a doctorate from a CACREP 
accredited program (Adkison-Bradley, 2013). Many counseling programs responded and 
are continuing to respond to the shortage of qualified counselor educators by lowering 
requirements for faculty positions such as entertaining applicants who were still students 
enrolled in CACREP doctoral programs and accepting applicants with few or no 
publications (Law, 2012; Torres Bernal et al., 2017). Programs also made significant 
budget cuts (e.g., cuts in research funding, mentorship programs, and travel expenses), 
relied on adjuncts to teach more courses, and also increased class-size, all of which added 
to the workload and responsibilities of current faculty (Law, 2012; Torres Bernal et al., 
2017). Faculty responses to these changes negatively influenced faculty productivity and 
longevity, as well as hindered student retention, satisfaction, learning, and interest in 
careers related to teaching on college campuses (Arcuri, 2016; Baltrinic et al. 2016; 
Hardre & Hackett, 2015; Kuo et al., 2017).  
Counseling agencies have had to hire less stringently trained individuals due to 
counselor education programs not graduating enough qualified counselors to meet the 
demands of society. This in turn has led to clients being less satisfied with the counseling 
process and they were less likely to view counseling in a positive way (Wilson et al., 
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2018). These choices have impacted the counseling profession because people were then 
less likely to be interested in a career when they perceived the profession in a negative 
light (MacLeod & McMullen, 2016; Rubin, 2014). Therefore, the CES faculty influenced 
the counselors they were training who in turn left an impression about the profession 
upon the clients they were serving.  
Researchers have not been able to thoroughly explain why CES graduates choose 
career paths other than those in academia despite a significant need to fill counselor 
educator faculty positions, CES students having a considerable interest in teaching, and 
CES students feel competent and confident to teach at the graduate level (Farmer et al., 
2017; Woo et al., 2017). This phenomenon is particularly intriguing because full-time 
faculty positions were the primary reason 79% of students stated they enrolled in a CES 
program and a faculty position is the only career path that requires counselors to hold a 
doctoral degree (Hinkle et al., 2017). For instance, the most common requirement for a 
clinical supervisor, counseling director, or therapist position is for the candidate to hold a 
license and have documented clinical experiences which candidates can meet by 
maintaining a master’s degree in counseling (Bodenhorn et al., 2014).  
While there is a significant need for counselor educators to serve as faculty 
members and approximately 79% of students enter CES doctoral programs with the 
desire to obtain a position in academia, only between 20-43% of CES graduates reported 
wanting to pursue a faculty position upon graduation (Hinkle et al., 2017; Isaacs & 
Sabella, 2013; Woo et al., 2017). Therefore, researchers are left wondering why students 
choose not to pursue faculty positions which is their career intention when they entered 
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their CES program. This is particularly intriguing because the majority of CES students 
chose to supplement their income in a variety of professional roles outside of academia 
upon graduation (Hinkle et al. 2017; Miller & Stone, 2011). For instance, Hinkle et al. 
(2017) found almost two-thirds of CES students who partook in their survey held more 
than one job after graduation and almost one-third held two or more positions. Therefore, 
researchers may wonder why CES graduates are not willing to make becoming a full-
time faculty member one of the numerous positions they hold.  
The research on factors related to CES student career choice is inconclusive. For 
instance, Baltrinic et al. (2016) found CES students chose careers outside of academia 
because they questioned their teaching abilities. However, Lamar and Helm (2017) found 
that it was the lack of confidence in their research abilities, and not having a researcher 
identity, kept students from choosing to become a counselor educator. Many researchers 
have linked this lack of confidence in job related tasks to career choice (Kaminsky & 
Behrend, 2015) and how having a mentor may increase self-efficacy levels related to job 
tasks (Lambie and Vaccaro, 2011). For instance, Lambie and Vaccaro (2011) found that 
students who had a mentor were more likely to have published, had an elevated interest in 
research positions, and had higher levels of researcher self-efficacy. Students’ confidence 
in job-related tasks is particularly important because even though most faculty indicated 
conducting research was the task they spent the least amount of time on (Austin & Hill, 
2014), many CES students reported they were deterred from becoming a counselor 
educator because they felt incompetent to perform the research tasks they thought were 
associated with becoming a counselor educator (Wilde et al., 2015). This finding led 
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Austin and Hill (2014) to urge mentors to discuss the job tasks associated with the careers 
in which their mentee is interested.  
There is a significant discrepancy between student perceptions of faculty roles 
and the tasks that faculty reported (Hinkle et al., 2017; Wilde et al., 2015). This 
misalignment between what students perceived the faculty position entailed and what 
tasks faculty actually reported engaging in could potentially be mediated by having a 
mentor in the field. For instance, Carpenter et al. (2015) found that explaining faculty 
roles to their mentee was the task helping professionals spent the most amount of time on 
during mentoring sessions. These researchers also discussed how mentors not only 
provided their mentees with guidance on career choice, but also on psychosocial 
adjustment, research interests, and ways to increase intellectual stimulation (Carpenter et 
al., 2015).  
Mentorship is one factor researchers found that influenced the success of 
counselor educators across all aspects of their position. For instance, counselor educators 
who stated they had a mentor also reported: (a) experiencing a successful transition into 
the counselor educator role (Baltrinic et al., 2016; Boswell et al., 2015; Milsom & Moran, 
2012; Yob & Crawford 2012); (b) having satisfaction in their current faculty position 
(Burgess, 2007; Davis, 2007; Gambrell et al., 2011); (c) reporting positive gains from 
negotiating contracts (Warnke et al., 1999); (d) having a strong professional identity 
(Dollarhide et al., 2013); (e) having an increased sense of ability to overcome obstacles 
(Eaton et al., 2015),;and (f) feeling confident in engaging in gatekeeping and teaching 
responsibilities (Hunt, & Gilmore, 2011; Schuermann et al., 2018). Mentees were more 
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likely to publish a scholarly publication (Benishek et al., 2004; Murdock et al. 2013), 
create a researcher identity (Briggs & Pehrsson, 2008; Dollarhide et al., 2013), and obtain 
tenure (Hill et al. 2005; Nolte et al., 2015). Having a mentor also influenced career 
planning, academic productivity, job satisfaction, and career choice (Yehia et al., 2014). 
The lack of mentorship has especially been identified as a barrier for female and 
African American counselor educators in obtaining faculty positions, feeling supported, 
and completing their doctoral degrees (Hipolito-Delgado et al., 2017; Protivnak & Foss, 
2009). Female counselor educators reported they had to actively seek out mentoring 
relationships more often than their male counterparts (Park et al., 2017; Protivnak & 
Foss, 2009). African American participants in Miller and Stone’s (2011) study believed 
that mentorship was a positive factor in promoting self-confidence, giving lectures, and 
presenting at regional conferences. These respondents shared that they did not know 
working in academia was an option until they were exposed to a faculty member of color 
who also served as their mentor (Miller & Stone, 2011). After an exhaustive literature 
review, I could not find any research that explored demographic factors related to CES 
career choices and the role of mentorship.  
Purpose of the Study 
My purpose for this quantitative study was to explore the perceived quality of the 
participant’s mentoring relationship as measured by the MiCTS and whether that score 
then predicted the participant’s career choices or a change in career choice. I also 
investigated whether students’ demographic variables of race, age, or gender influenced 
their perceived quality of the mentoring relationship. Finally, I described qualities 
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identified as essential qualities of an ideal mentor across the CES students’ age, gender, 
and race. 
I asked questions about the mentee’s demographics (age, gender, and race) and 
questions that enumerated the mentoring relationship such as if their mentor influenced 
their career decision upon graduating or if their career goals changed while they were 
enrolled in a CES program. I captured the dependent variable (DV) of CES student career 
choice by asking CES students to identify their primary intended career choices upon 
graduation. I measured the independent variable (IV) of perceived quality of the 
mentoring relationship through the scores on the MiCTS that captured actual mentorship 
experiences and essential qualities of an ideal mentor (IV) through the MiCTS scores that 
captured what qualities students want in an ideal mentoring relationship. I identified if 
students’ race, age, or gender influence which qualities CES students assign as essential 
qualities of an ideal mentor and if their perceived quality of the mentoring relationship 
influenced their career decisions. 
Research Questions and Hypothesis 
I explored the following research questions in this study:  
RQ1: Does the perceived quality of the mentoring relationship predict career 
choice of CES students upon graduation? 
H01: The perceived quality of the mentoring relationship does not significantly 
predict career choice of CES students upon graduation. 
Ha1: The perceived quality of the mentoring relationship does significantly predict 
career choice of CES students upon graduation. 
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RQ2: Does race, age, or gender influence CES students’ perceived quality of the 
mentoring relationship? 
H02: Race, age, or gender does not influence CES students’ perceived quality of 
the mentoring relationship. 
Ha2: Race, age, or gender does influence CES students’ perceived quality of the 
mentoring relationship. 
RQ3: Does perceived quality of the mentoring relationship predict CES students’ 
career change?  
H03: The perceived quality of the mentoring relationship does not predict CES 
students’ career change. 
Ha3: The perceived quality of the mentoring relationship does predict CES 
students’ career change. 
RQ4: Do age, gender, or race influence qualities CES students assign as essential 
of ideal mentors?  
H04: Age, gender, or race do not influence qualities CES students assign as 
essential of ideal mentors. 
Ha4: Age, gender, or race do influence qualities CES students assign as essential 
of ideal mentors. 
Conceptual Framework 
Researchers often use Bandura’s social cognitive theory (SCT) to predict how 
likely it is someone will engage in future behaviors (Kaminsky & Behrend, 2015). 
Bandura (1997) referred to feelings of confidence and competence as self-efficacy. Self-
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efficacy is a person’s belief that they can successfully accomplish a task based on their 
level of feeling confident and competent and whether they have successfully 
accomplished a similar task in the past (Bandura, 1997). People with high levels of self-
efficacy often believe they have the power to affect change within themselves and 
attribute their own failure to external factors (Bandura, 1997). Whereas people with low 
self-efficacy tend to lack motivation to change because they believe they do not have the 
ability to successfully accomplish tasks. This lack of motivation often stems from the 
individual not having positive gains when previously engaging in a task (Bandura, 1997).  
Lent et al. (1994) expanded upon Bandura’s theory by focusing on his findings 
that mentors can strengthen a mentee’s level of competence and confidence by 
acknowledging previous accomplishments, thus instilling in mentees feelings of 
encouragement and support, as well as by exposing the mentees to experiences where 
they can learn by observing the mentor (Bandura, 1997). Lent et al. (1998) referred to 
Bandura’s findings on career related self-efficacy as social cognitive career theory 
(SCCT). Lent et al. (1998) used SCCT to explain how an individual develops career 
interests, makes career choices, and obtains career success. Social cognitive career theory 
researchers use the self-efficacy levels of mentees to predict whether or not mentees will 
engage in a career by assessing their self-efficacy levels that are related to specific tasks 
(Kaminsky & Behrend, 2015).  
Many researchers have found that mentorship positively influenced self-efficacy 
and career outcome expectations which in turn predicted mentees’ career interest and 
career choice (Briggs & Pehrsson, 2008; Dollarhide et al., 2013; Eaton et al., 2015; 
17 
 
Murdock et al., 2013; Nolte et al., 2015). For instance, CES students with high self-
efficacy levels were more likely to persist in their academics (Walsh & Kurpius, 2016), 
had stronger supervisory skills (Frick & Glosoff, 2014), had more research publications 
(Kuo et al., 2017), and had higher levels of professional identity (Dollarhide et al., 2013). 
Therefore, results from this current study might bring depth and insight into how 
counselor educators can use SCCT to explain CES students’ career choices and whether 
the quality of the mentoring relationships might influence career choices.  
Kram’s Theory of Mentoring 
 Many researchers use Kram’s theory of mentoring when studying mentorship 
because Kram not only produced a theory of mentorship, but also produced a model for 
mentoring that is easy to enact (Abbott-Anderson et al., 2016). According to Kram (1983) 
mentors serve in the role of career developer and psychosocial supporter. Mentors and 
mentees progress through a four-stage process that involves initiating the mentor to the 
mentoring relationship, cultivating the mentoring relationship, separating from the 
mentoring relationship, and redefining a new mentoring relationship with a new mentor 
(Kram, 1983). Mentors help mentees learn the formal and informal rules of an 
organization and help facilitate the mentee’s professional advancement (Kram, 1983).  
Under the career development aspect of Kram’s (1983) theory, mentors provide 
sponsorship, coaching, protection from adverse forces and challenging assignments, 
while increasing the mentee’s visibility (Kram, 1983). According to Kram, the 
psychosocial components of mentorship include enhancing mentees’ sense of 
competence, self-efficacy, and professional and personal development (Kram, 1983). 
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While Kram still stresses the importance of the mentoring relationship, she most recently 
posited that mentors could influence mentee career possibilities by increasing information 
about careers, providing career resources, and exposing the mentee to a variety of career 
possibilities (Higgins & Kram, 2001). Therefore, Kram integrated how factors of the 
mentoring relationship could influence mentees’ career choice and also infused aspects of 
SCCT by addressing how mentors could affect a mentee’s level of self-efficacy. 
Gottfredson’s Theory of Circumscription  
Gottfredson (1981) theorized that people transition through making career choices 
as early as age three. In her theory of circumscription, Gottfredson (1981) postulated that 
young children take the career view of their parents, then fall victim to societal sex role 
stereotyping, then look to careers that are valued by society, but then eventually make 
their own career choice by aligning their individual traits with career options. Gottfredson 
hypothesized that while people eventually made their career choices that were grounded 
in the internal unique self, her research results found that information and experiences 
from participants’ previous stages still influenced all their career choices. Gottfredson’s 
postulated that the stages helped capture both Kram’s (1983) theory on mentoring as well 
as Lent et al.’s (1998) SCCT by providing an overall conceptual framework that 
encompassed environmental influences such as people (i.e., as in Kram’s theory) and 
self-awareness and abilities as discussed by Bandura and Lent. I will provide more details 
on these theories in Chapter 2.  
Relationship to Framework 
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 The MiCTS captures all three of the conceptual frameworks used in this study. 
For instance, the authors of the MiCTS (Prouty et al., 2015) included questions on the 
instrument that assess self-efficacy, career choice, and ideal mentoring. Specifically, the 
MiCTS asks about concepts identified by Kram such as environmental influences, 
coaching, protection from adverse forces, and increasing the mentee’s visibility. Prouty et 
al. (2015) captured self-efficacy by asking participants if their mentor role modeled 
behaviors, confirmed their competence, provided encouragement and many others. Many 
researchers can quantitatively assess self-efficacy because there are many self-efficacy 
scales that can easily be converted (Kaminsky & Behrend, 2015). Numerous researchers 
have studied career choices across race, age, and gender using self-efficacy scales as well 
as analyzed the relationship between mentorship and self-efficacy (Curtin et al., 2016; 
Ellis et al., 2018; Fix et al., 2020). 
Nature of the Study 
I used a correlational research design using survey research. I analyzed the data 
from question one using binomial logistic regression because I wanted to analyze the 
predictive value of the perceived quality of the mentoring relationship (IV; continuous 
variable) as measured by the scores on the MiCTS (Prouty et al., 2016) that captured 
actual experiences with mentorship on CES students’ career choice as measured by the 
career choice questions (dichotomous: faculty vs. non-faculty). I conducted three separate 
one-way analysis of variances (ANOVAs) for research question two (RQ2) to see if CES 
students’ gender (IV), race (IV), or age (IV) independently influenced CES students’ 
perceived quality of the mentoring relationship (DV). I also used binomial logistic 
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regression for research question three (RQ3) to see if the perceived quality of the 
mentoring relationship (IV) as indicated by the scores on the MiCTS (continuous 
variable) that capture actual experiences with mentorship predicted change in a CES 
students’ career choice (DV) as measured by the change in career choice question on the 
demographic questionnaire (dichotomous: yes vs. no). Lastly, I used descriptive statistics 
to answer research question four (RQ4; Do age, gender, or race influence qualities CES 
students assign as essential of ideal mentors as indicated by the scores on the MiCTS that 
capture ideal mentor qualities) because this question was easily answered using 
frequency tables.  
My dissertation was more than a descriptive study, but it did not meet the rigor of 
an experimental design. For instance, I could not manipulate the variables, I gathered data 
at one point in time, and I was not able to limit extraneous variables or characteristics of 
study participants. My study was suitable for a quantitative methodology because I 
gathered information using survey questions that were based on theories and previous 
research.  
Participants were CES students who were about to graduate (prior to May 2021) 
or had graduated within the past 10 years (after 2010) from a CES CACREP accredited 
program. The independent variable for questions one and three was the perceived quality 
of the mentoring relationship as indicated by the scores on the MiCTS (continuous 
variable) that captured actual experiences with mentorship. The dependent variable for 
question one was CES students career choice. The dependent variable for question three 
was CES students career choice change. The independent variables for question two were 
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CES student demographics of race, gender, and age and the dependent variable for 
question two is the scores on the MiCTS that captured perceived quality of the mentoring 
relationship. The independent variables for question four were race, age, and gender 
while the dependent variable for question four was essential qualities of ideal mentors as 
indicated by the scores on the MiCTS that captured ideal mentor qualities.  
There were no covariates. Researchers use binomial logistic regression when 
trying to predict the probability that a participant with certain characteristics of the 
independent variable (IV) fall into a dichotomous group that serves as the dependent 
variable (DV; Sheperis et al., 2010). This was an appropriate design for my study because 
the purpose of this quantitative study was to evaluate how the perceived quality of the 
mentoring relationship (IV) predicted CES student career choice which is a categorical 
variable that was broken into two dichotomous categories (faculty vs. non-faculty 
position) or career choice change (yes or no). I used three separate ANOVAs to test how 
CES student’s demographics of age, gender, or race might have independently influenced 
their perceived quality of the mentoring relationship as measured by the scores on the 
MiCTS that captured actual experiences with mentorship. This was also an appropriate 
design for my study because the secondary purpose of my study was to determine 
whether there are any statistically significant differences between the means of multiple 




Age: Age refers to the length of time regarding the development of an individual 
on a physical, emotional, and mental level across multiple life domains (Ong et al., 
2009). 
Career choice: Career choice refers to when a person selects a specific vocation 
(Pam, 2013). I captured career choice at the categorical level by listing the following 
options: Full-time faculty, adjunct, clinical leader or administrator (private practice), 
clinical leader or not private practice, clinical or counselor (not private practice), clinical 
or counselor in private practice, supervisor for licensure, researcher, post-doctoral 
opportunities, or advocacy.  
Career choice change: A career change is a change in the pursuit of a career 
whether that be in reference to their primary or secondary job (Harrison et al., 2011; 
Webster & Edwards, 2019). I assessed career choice change by asking participants if 
their career goals changed over the course of being enrolled as a CES student. 
Participants answered by being prompted with a dichotomous choice of yes or no 
response. 
Gender: Gender is defined by the World Health Organization as a person's 
perception of having a particular gender (refers to the socially constructed roles, 
behaviors, activities, and attributes that a given society considers appropriate for men and 
women), which may or may not correspond with their birth sex (WHO, 2017). Questions 
pertaining to gender and race followed the inclusive language suggested by the National 
Institute of Health (NIH; Bauer et al., 2017). Therefore, participants were presented with 
23 
 
six categorical choices that represent gender (What is your current gender identity? Male, 
Female, Trans male or Trans man, Trans female or Trans woman, Gender queer or 
Gender non-conforming, or Different identity; please identify). 
Ideal mentorship: Ideal mentorship was determined by which attributes CES 
students identified as being the most essential attributes of a quality mentor.  
Mentor: For the purpose of this study, a mentor was defined as a person who is 
more experienced than the mentee and who engaged in a relationship with the mentee for 
the purpose of helping and developing the mentee’s career (adapted from Kram, 1985).  
Mentoring relationship: A mentoring relationship, as indicated by Kram (1985), 
involves a relationship between two people that was created with the purpose of helping 
and developing a mentee’s career and involves both personal and professional aspects. 
This definition of mentoring relationship differs from that of an advisor who primarily 
helps students choose classes or troubleshoot academic problems such as dropping 
classes (Boswell et al., 2015).  
Race: A social classification enacted on individuals based on physical 
appearance, which has contributed to social and hierarchal influences in society 
(Eisenhower et al., 2014). Although several racial classifications exist, the U.S. Census 
Bureau collects racial information using the six categories of Black or African American, 
White, Hispanic or Latino, Asian, American Indian and Alaska Native, and Native 




 One of the assumptions I had for study participants is that they would understand 
and follow the definition of mentorship that I provided to them in the inclusion page of 
the survey. I provided participants with a definition so that they understood the difference 
between a mentor and advisor. Advisors tend to be more prescriptive and handle 
academic concerns whereas mentors tend to focus more on professional and career goals. 
Participants would most likely have had negative ideal scores on the MiCTS if they used 
an advisory relationship to fill out the form because the majority of the statements on the 
MiCTS dealt with the mentorship aspects of a relationship (i.e., encouraged me to 
publish, helped me find a job, was a role-model) and not tasks associated with an advisor.  
I also assumed participants followed the guideline that I provided for them about 
choosing just one mentor to think about as they filled out the MiCTS. Participants who 
thought of more than one mentor could have skewed the results for the actual score on the 
MiCTS, because participants may have filled out this survey and layered their 
experiences. Another assumption I made was that there is a difference between CACREP 
accredited and non-CACREP accredited CES students’ experiences while in their 
programs which is why I only collected data from graduates of CACREP accredited 
programs. Finally, the last assumption I made was that participants adhered to the 
inclusion criteria and answered the questions honestly. I attempted to mitigate these 
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assumptions by increasing the suggested sample size, setting requirements (e.g., please 
think of just one mentor), and by providing definitions. 
Scope and Delimitations 
 Current counselor educators are concerned because the demand to fill counselor 
educator positions is projected to increase by 20% and there are few applicants who 
identify as being from a diverse background (Bodenhorn et al., 2014; U.S. Department of 
Labor, 2017; Woo et al., 2017). The phenomenon of having only between 20% and 43% 
of CES graduates wanting to pursue a faculty position upon graduation (Hinkle et al., 
2017; Isaacs & Sabella, 2013; Woo et al., 2017) is also concerning considering the degree 
was primarily created for graduates to enter into faculty positions (Karazsia & Smith, 
2016). It is time for researchers to address this problem through quantitative assessments 
because the majority of the researchers have used qualitative measures (Briggs & 
Pehrsson, 2008; Hinkle et al., 2017; Woo et al., 2017). Program administrators who 
cannot find a way to fill counselor educator positions with qualified faculty may resort to 
lowering standards, relying on adjuncts, increasing class-size, adding to the 
responsibilities of current faculty, or making significant budget cuts (Law, 2012; Torres 
Bernal et al., 2017). Program administrators who are not able to hire faculty of color or 
those from diverse backgrounds may be hindering the profession’s delivery of counseling 
services to communities that are in desperate need of service, and could leave students of 
color without a mentor who looks like them, and could also continue to jeopardize the 




Eligible participants for my study were students who were enrolled in a CES 
program who were within one year of graduating (prior to 2021) and those who had 
already graduated from a CACREP accredited CES program within the past 10 years 
(after 2010). I also limited participants to CES students who had graduated within the 
past 10 years because the majority of my study was based on research published within 
the past ten years and the amount of CES programs increased by 45% about 10 years ago 
(Maples et al., 1993; Pace, 2016). I recruited participants from around the United States 
using various listservs and social media outlets and I collected data using REDCap which 
is an online survey tool. I chose to include only those CES students who were within one 
year of graduating because I would not be able to identify if mentorship influenced CES 
students’ career choice from when they were admitted into the program and when they 
graduated. Therefore, researchers cannot generalize results to students in psychology, 
counseling psychology, social work, nor to other allied health professions.  
I chose not to use theories of perception (Gibson’s, constructivist, or Gregory’s) 
because while they may be important to analyze a CES students’ perception of a faculty 
position I felt it more important to first find out if there is a significant difference in 
career choices before analyzing the perception of possible career choices. While many 
authors pointed out a significant deficit in research mentoring, I chose to first investigate 
overall mentoring as it related to career choices. I ruled out other career choice theories 
because they were too broad or did not relate to my research questions. For instance, 
Holland believed people search for careers that involve being around people with similar 
characteristics (Sheldon et al., 2020). However, each of the careers CES students have as 
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possible career options involve being around people with similar characteristics because 
they all fall under the counseling or education umbrella. Parson’s theory would not attend 
to aspects of mentorship and Krumboltz’s theory of happenstance may not have resulted 
in significant findings because these students have dedicated years to obtaining a degree.  
Limitations 
Kost et al. (2014) reported many studies were not published or approved by 
Institutional Review Boards (IRB) because the applicant lacked clarity in how they would 
capture a sample that mirrored the population. Unfortunately, CACREP does not provide 
demographic statistics on counselors-in-training which would have made it hard for me to 
create a sample that mirrors the population (Hinkle et al., 2017). Research on faculty 
demographics is limited and ever-changing thus limiting researchers from generalizing 
results and communicating a real sense of urgency (Hinkle et al., 2017). 
Participants self-selected to be a part of this study which may have skewed results 
if more faculty and administrators responded than practitioners. For instance, Kidd et al. 
(2019) found that top-level administrators responded to an online survey more often than 
practitioners responded. People who had positive mentoring relationships may have been 
more likely to participate in my study because they were experiencing the many benefits 
of having been mentored. Also, I could not find any assessments that were purely 
designated for capturing how mentorship experiences influenced students’ career choice 
(Farmer et al., 2017). This means I may not have captured confounding variables that 
influenced career choice.  
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I limited participants to CES students who had graduated within the past 10 years 
because the majority of my study was based on research published within the past ten 
years, and the amount of CES programs increased by 45% about 10 years ago (Maples et 
al., 1993; Pace, 2016), and as of the 2016 CACREP requirements, faculty must hold a 
PhD in CES or a full-time faculty position prior to 2013 to be eligible to teach in CES 
programs. Therefore, I captured graduates from a CACREP accredited CES program who 
met the most recent 2016 CACREP standards. I also limited my study to those students 
who were about to graduate (within one year) because many researchers have found that 
career choice changes over the course of a student’s time in a program (Woo et al., 2017). 
I also added prompts in the form of categories to help trigger participants’ memory and 
therefore decreased the limitation of having people remember events from many years 
ago. However, I collected data from a larger sample size to counteract these identified 
limitations. 
My study was subjected to self-selection bias because study participants self-
selected to participate in this study. I did not capture any extraneous variables by the 
assessments, nor did I collect any data on CES students who lacked mentorship 
experiences; therefore, information about the quality of mentoring experiences were also 
limitations to this study. Lastly, because my study was quantitative in nature and used a 
survey with fixed answers, my study may have lacked depth in fully understanding an 
individual’s career decision making process, such as how participants were affected by 
their mentoring experiences, and their feelings associated with career choice; these are all 




 The results of this quantitative survey study might provide significant insight into 
which factors could predict a CES student’s career choice. In particular, CES faculty and 
administrators might be able to use the results of this study to create mentoring 
opportunities for CES students that incorporate ways to assist them in navigating the 
career decision process. Implementing mentorship programs focused on the factors that 
predict career choice may strengthen the mentor’s ability to assist CES students with their 
career fit, choice, exploration, and expected outcomes. Program administrators who align 
aspects of CES students’ career choice may positively influence the outcomes and 
satisfaction of students along with the clients they serve. Faculty could also use the data 
derived from this study to implement mentoring programs if none currently exist. 
Comparing the demographics of CES students with aspects of qualities associated with 
ideal mentors may help identify the specific needs of certain mentees, especially in 
relation to mentoring underrepresented counselor educators (Yehia et al., 2014). 
Counselor educators may also be able to replicate the identified mentorship variables of 
students who chose to become faculty members which may revive students’ original 
desire to become a counselor educator and fill the need for qualified CES faculty. 
Ultimately, this study may deepen our understanding of CES students’ career choice 
decision making and provide a stronger framework for counselor educators to draw from 
when mentoring students or developing mentorship programs (Brown & Grothaus, 2019; 
Hipolito-Delgado e al., 2017; Miller & Stone, 2011).  
Significance to Social Change 
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The CACREP urges counselor education programs to make systemic efforts to 
attract and retain diverse faculty (CACREP, 2016). Counselor education and supervision 
program administrators might be able to use results from this study to positively impact 
social change by providing quality mentorship opportunities to all CES students. These 
mentorship opportunities may increase CES students’ overall self-efficacy levels which 
may lead to CES students applying for faculty positions which addresses the demand on 
the profession. Additionally, because this study took age, race, and gender into account, 
counselor educators may be able to further explore variables related to what attributes 
underrepresented counselor educators want in their ideal mentor.  
Summary 
 Few researchers have studied the career choices of CES doctoral students (Hinkle 
et al., 2017). While some researchers identified variables related to career choices of CES 
doctoral students, no researcher has specifically identified if the perceived quality of the 
mentoring relationship predicts CES students’ career choice or a career choice change nor 
if CES students’ demographics influence what qualities they assign as essential qualities 
of ideal mentors. Therefore, I attempted to fill the gap in research related to CES 
students’ demographics, mentorship, and career choices. I explore the background and 
foundation of the problem in Chapter 2. I also provide a literature review of my chosen 
variables and provide a critique of some of the key literature that formulated my plan for 
my methodology for this study.  
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 
According to the United States (U.S.) Department of Labor (2017), the need for 
counselor education faculty will increase between 18% and 20% over the next five years. 
While there is a significant need for graduates of CES doctoral programs and most CES 
doctoral students enter CES programs with the desire to obtain a position in academia, 
only between 20% and 43% of CES graduates reported wanting to pursue a faculty 
position upon graduation (Hinkle et al., 2017; Isaacs & Sabella, 2013; Woo et al., 2017). 
The profession is also faced with a deficit of diverse faculty (Hipolito-Delgado et al., 
2017). 
Hipolito-Delgado et al. (2017) emphasized the need to increase diversity among 
CES faculty because counseling students of color identified having a diverse faculty 
member to turn to as the most significant protective factor that helped them persist to 
graduation. It is crucial to help diverse counselors graduate because ethnic minority 
clients were more likely to report positive therapeutic gains and have a positive view of 
the counseling profession when they received services from a minority counselor (Untanu 
& Dempsey, 2018). Non-Caucasian clients were also more likely to seek treatment if they 
believed they were going to receive counseling from a counselor who looked like them 
(Johnson & Jackson, 2015). Chang (2005) found women and faculty of color were more 
likely than their Caucasian counterparts to engage students in active learning activities, 
encourage student input, and include the perspectives of women and minorities in 
coursework. Having students engage in small groups made up of diverse individuals 
increases the groups productivity, creativity, and innovation (Stojmenovska, 2017). 
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Inclusive learning environments help students learn how to collaborate across cultures, 
respect differences, and navigate the workforce (Fidalgo-Blancoa et al., 2017). Therefore, 
these in-class experiences strengthen the student’s cultural respect which allows them to 
treat clients in a culturally competent manner and reduce healthcare disparities as well as 
increase access to high-quality health care (NIH, 2017).  
Knowing faculty often influence students’ career decisions through mentoring 
relationships (Conklin et al., 2013) and that minority students often gain the most benefits 
from mentoring relationships (Montgomery, 2017), the purpose for this quantitative study 
was to explore the perceived quality of the participant’s mentoring relationship as 
measured by the MiCTS and whether that score then predicted the participant’s career 
choice or a change in career choice, investigate whether students’ demographic variables 
of race, age, or gender influenced their perceived quality of the mentoring relationship 
and describe qualities identified as essential qualities of an ideal mentor across the CES 
students’ age, gender, and race. Having knowledge related to how students from various 
backgrounds make career decisions and how the perceived quality of the mentoring 
relationship influences the career decisions of CES students, may provide CES programs 
with valuable information on how to help guide CES students into considering the field 
of academia as a career option. Increasing the pool of qualified counselor educators and 
the diversity of applicants will lead to positive social change by providing counselors-in-
training with quality instruction, diverse learning experiences, and more opportunities for 
mentorship from faculty who are underrepresented in the counseling field.  
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The shortage of counselor educators is due in part because the CACREP 2016 
standards now require faculty teaching in counselor education master’s and CES doctoral 
programs to hold a doctorate from a CACREP accredited program (Adkison-Bradley, 
2013; CACREP, 2020). However, full-time faculty positions are the only careers that 
require counselors to hold a doctoral degree (Hinkle et al., 2017). Therefore, it is 
important to find out why CES graduates choose career paths other than those in 
academia because they were qualified for these positions prior to entering a doctoral 
program (Hinkle et al., 2017). One hypothesis researchers have is that counselors enter 
CES programs to enhance their clinical skills (Hinkle et al., 2017). Either way, the 
counseling profession faces a vicious cycle in which the profession does not have enough 
diverse counselor educators because there are few diverse counselors due to the lack of 
interest in the counseling profession which is partially due to clients viewing the 
counseling profession in a negative way because they were counseled by inadequately 
trained counselors (Wilson et al., 2018).  
One way to prepare adequately trained counselors is to provide them with a 
mentor. Many researchers have linked how having a mentor increased students’ self-
efficacy levels related to job tasks (Lambie & Vaccaro, 2011; Lejonberg & Knut-
Andreas, 2015; Renbarger & Davis, 2019). Mentors also influence how mentees perceive 
careers which is particularly important for the CES field because even though most 
faculty indicated conducting research as the task they spent the least amount of time on 
(Austin & Hill, 2014), many CES students reported they were deterred from becoming a 
counselor educator because they felt incompetent to perform research tasks they 
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associated with faculty positions (Wilde et al, 2015). Mentors not only provided guidance 
on career choice, but also on psychosocial adjustment (Carpenter et al., 2015; Yehia et 
al., 2014), research interests (Dollarhide et al., 2013), and a successful transition into the 
counselor educator role (Baltrinic et al., 2016; Boswell et al., 2015; Milsom & Moran, 
2015; Yob & Crawford 2012) which led to increased satisfaction in positions (Burgess, 
2007; Davis, 2007; Gambrell et al., 2011).  
Conversely, the lack of mentorship is a significant barrier for graduates of CES 
programs in obtaining faculty positions, feeling supported while in the program, and 
completing doctoral degrees, especially among female and African American CES 
graduates (Hipolito-Delgado et al., 2017; Protivnak & Foss, 2009). After an exhaustive 
literature review, I could not find any research that explored factors related to CES 
students’ career choices and if they had a mentor. Therefore, I filled a gap in the research 
by examining factors related to CES student demographics and perceived quality of the 
mentoring relationship as predictors of career choice. In this chapter, I provide extensive 
details of the problem by reporting on my literature search, outlining a theoretical 
foundation, and identifying gaps within the literature.  
Literature Search Strategy 
I conducted multiple searches using the following databases: Academic Search 
Premier, Dissertations and Theses at Walden University, ProQuest Central, Sage, 
PsycInfo, the U.S. Census Bureau, and Google 19 Scholar. I used key words for literature 
review that included counsel*, counselor education, career, doctoral, mentor*, counselor 
education and supervision, career choice, counselor education faculty, student perception, 
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confidence, teaching, self-efficacy, generation*, trend, faculty role, interests, decision, 
pursue, counseling psychology, psychology, research, divers*, minority, impostor, career, 
minority clients, minority counsel*, African American, race, ethnicity, Hispanic, Latino, 
Latina, Asian American, retention, mentor model, Gottfredson, Bandura, Kram, 
demographics, job satisfaction, burnout, impostor, turnover, meaning, gatekeeping, and 
career counseling.  
 I also researched mentorship scales, clinical training instruments, and self-
efficacy measures. I focused on studies published within the past 10 years and cited 
earlier research that presented key factors related to the field of counseling, CACREP 
regulations, or the progression of the lack of counselor educators. I used websites of 
professional organizations such as the American Counseling Association, Association for 
Counselor Education and Supervision, Council for Accreditation of Counseling and 
Related Educational Programs, and the U.S. Census Bureau to provide current 
information on the state of the counseling profession and statistics regarding 
demographics. Unfortunately, there appears to be a deficit in literature pertaining to 
career choices of CES students, mentoring assessments, as well as the demographical 
makeup of the counseling profession as a whole. Therefore, I searched for literature 
within the field of psychology, sociology, and other related helping professions. 
However, I often had to use articles that were within the past 20 years due to the lack of 
current research on CES students’ career choices, mentoring experiences, and self-
efficacy levels. I made note of the dated articles or linked the earlier article with recent 




 While there is a significant need for counselor educators to serve as faculty 
members and most students enter CES doctoral programs with the desire to obtain a 
position in academia, only between 20% and 43% of CES graduates reported wanting to 
pursue a faculty position upon graduation (Hinkle et al., 2017; Isaacs & Sabella, 2013; 
Woo et al., 2017). Therefore, researchers are left wondering why students choose to not 
pursue faculty positions which is their career intention upon entering their CES program 
and is the only counseling profession that requires a doctoral degree (Hinkle et al., 2017). 
This is particularly intriguing because people often make career decisions based on many 
of the attributes positively associated with serving as a counselor educator such as 
believed competencies, exposure to job related tasks, if there is a demand for the 
profession, as well as if they perceive that the career will bring them prestige and 
fulfillment (Dollarhide et al., 2013; Gottfredson, 1983; Poidevant et al., 1991; Whiston et 
al., 2017). Therefore, the student’s race, gender, age, and the experiences they had with 
their mentor are all factors that make up the career decision making process.  
The conceptual framework I used for this study was Lent et al. (1998) SCCT 
which is an extension of Bandura’s SCT which researchers often use to predict career 
choice (Kaminsky & Behrend, 2015; Lent et al., 1998). I used Gottfredson’s (1983) 
theory of circumscription as the conceptual framework for how people make career 
choices and Kram’s (1983) theory on mentorship to connect Lent’s (1998) SCCT and 
Gottfredson’s (1983) theory on how career choices are made. These theorists all support 
the need for mentors to role model, increase students’ self-awareness, and build 
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competencies in mentees which leads to a better career-person fit (Bandura, 1997; 
Gottfredson, 1983; Kram, 1983; Lent, 1998). The MiCTS covered aspects of each of 
these theories and their underpinnings and is the scale I used to assess the mentoring 
relationship. 
Social Cognitive Career Theory  
A person’s previous accomplishments, feeling encouraged and supported by a 
mentor, as well as being exposed to experiences where a person can learn through others 
can positively influence a person’s feelings of competence and confidence (Bandura, 
1997). Bandura (1997) referred to feelings of confidence and competence as self-
efficacy. Self-efficacy is a person’s belief that they can successfully accomplish a task 
based on their feelings of confidence and competence as well as having successfully 
accomplished tasks in the past (Bandura, 1997). People with high self-efficacy often 
believe they have the power to affect change and attribute failure to external factors 
(Bandura, 1997). Whereas people with low self-efficacy tend to lack motivation to 
change because they believe they do not have the ability to successfully accomplish tasks 
(Bandura, 1997). This lack of motivation often stems from not having positive gains 
when previously engaging in a task (Bandura, 1997).  
Social cognitive career researchers use the self-efficacy levels of mentees to 
predict whether or not the mentee will engage in a specific career-related task (Kaminsky 
& Behrend, 2015; Lent et al., 1998). Many researchers found that mentorship positively 
influences self-efficacy and career outcome expectations which in turn predict career 
interest and career choice (Briggs & Pehrsson, 2008; Dollarhide et al., 2013; Eaton et al., 
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2015; Murdock et al., 2013; Nolte et al., 2015). For instance, CES students with high 
self-efficacy levels are more likely to persist in their academics (Walsh & Kurpius, 
2016), have strong supervisory skills (Frick& Glosoff, 2014), publish research articles 
(Kuo et al., 2017), and have high levels of professional identity (Dollarhide et al., 2013). 
Lent et al. (1998) found a person’s self-efficacy beliefs, their expectations related to 
career outcomes, and career goals influenced each other to predict career choice. 
Therefore, results from this study may bring depth to how counselor educators can use 
SCCT to explain the connection between career choices and mentoring experiences 
among CES students because few studies have taken career decision, self-efficacy levels, 
and the perceived quality of the mentoring relationship into account.  
Many researchers have evaluated the self-efficacy levels of counselors and 
counselor educators as moderated by having a mentor (Crowe et al., 2013). For instance, 
Crowe et al. (2013) found the self-efficacy levels of counselors working with people who 
had co-occurring mental health disorders increased as they engaged in a service-based 
internship. These participants identified observing their mentor, receiving feedback from 
their mentor, and co-leading counseling sessions as being the most beneficial to increased 
feelings of competence and confidence in treating these clients (Crow et al., 2013). 
Similarly, Kuo et al. (2017) found the mentor-advisory relationship was a moderator 
between research self-efficacy, motivation, and productivity among counselor education 
doctoral students. In particular, the mentoring relationship moderated the relationship 
between intrinsic and failure avoidance motivation and productivity (Kuo et al., 2017) 
which is of particular relevance to the career choice of CES students because Gaubatz 
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and Vera (2006) found many CES students did not consider faculty positions due to 
underrating their abilities to perform tasks associated with faculty positions. These 
participants also scored their peers low on teaching competencies and shared they had 
serious concerns about their peers teaching as well as having to teach students who are 
similar to their peers and have low competencies. These authors found students rated 
themselves and their peers much lower than how faculty rated them on their teaching 
abilities (Gaubatz & Vera, 2006). These findings highlight the importance of faculty 
feedback, mentoring, and how building on competencies is a life-long process, yet none 
of these studies addressed all of these aspects.  
As previously stated, it is imperative for researchers evaluating the career choices 
of CES students to consider the students’ researcher self-efficacy level (Lambie & 
Vacarro, 2011). For instance, Lambie and Vacarro (2011) found CES students who had a 
research mentor reported high levels of researcher self-efficacy, a high interest in 
research, and more scholarly publications. Consistent with these findings, Kuo et al. 
(2017) reported there was no link between extrinsic motivation to conduct research and 
having published unless the participant had a mentor. These researchers found researcher 
self-efficacy levels strengthened as a participant progressed through their doctoral 
program (Kuo et al., 2017). These findings were more pronounced if a student had a 
research mentor (Kuo et al., 2017). These authors suggested having a mentor may 
mediate the external motivation to publish by suggesting how publishing benefits the 
field and, in turn, the mentee’s career path (Kuo et al., 2017). Therefore, a person’s career 
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path is significantly influenced by their self-efficacy levels which can be strengthened by 
mentors (Kuo et al., 2017; Lambie & Vaccaro, 2011).  
While SCCT provides a strong foundation for this study, Bandura (1998) nor Lent 
et al. (1998) did not fully address external factors such as environmental influences (e.g., 
gender, geographical area, etc.), life happenings (e.g., familial concerns, trauma, adverse 
events), or secondary gains from being mentored (e.g., feeling supported, social 
engagement). Therefore, I used Kram’s (1983) theory of mentorship and Gottfredson’s 
theory of circumscription (1985) to fill the gaps. The use of Kram’s (1983) theory of 
mentorship and Gottfredson’s theory of circumscription (1985) to deepen the knowledge 
of CES students’ career choices and how mentorship influences their career aspirations 
provides readers with a more in-depth understanding of all of the intricacies of the career 
decision making process of CES students.  
Theories of Mentoring 
 According to Kram (1983) mentors serve in the role of career developer and 
psychosocial supporter. Mentors help mentees learn the formal and informal rules of an 
organization and help facilitate professional advancement (Kram, 1983). Under the career 
development aspect, mentors provide sponsorship, coaching, protection from adverse 
forces, and challenging assignments while increasing the mentees visibility (Kram, 
1983). The psychosocial components of mentorship include enhancing the mentees sense 
of competence, self-efficacy, and professional and personal development (Kram, 1983).  
While Kram still stressed the importance of the mentoring relationship, she most 
recently posited that mentors influence mentees’ career possibilities by increasing 
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information about careers, providing career resources, and exposing mentees to a variety 
of career possibilities (Higgins & Kram, 2001). Therefore, Kram integrated how factors 
of the mentoring relationship influence career choice and also addressed how mentors 
affect mentees’ level of self-efficacy which addresses Bandura’s SCCT, as well as 
addressed factors found in Gottfredson’s (1981) theory of circumscription and 
compromise. 
Career Choice: Gottfredson 
 Gottfredson (1981) created the theory of circumscription and compromise and 
proposed that children progress through stages of career decision making that start as 
early as age three. Gottfredson postulated parents highly influence the career thoughts of 
children between the ages of 3 and 5 years old. Then, children begin aligning their 
careers with the stereotypes associated with their gender (Gottfredson, 1981). During 
stage three, children begin to take prestige and status into account when considering 
career options but also maintain gender role stereotypes (Gottfredson, 1981). It is not 
until the last stage (Stage 4) that young adolescents begin to take their abilities, interests, 
and values into account when considering career goals (Gottfredson, 1981). Eventually, 
adolescents form a vocational career map made up of personality traits and abilities that 
were highly influenced by their early life circumstances and societal stereotypes 
(Gottfredson, 1981).  
However, as Gottfredson (1981) pointed out, many people have already ruled out 
certain occupations due to messages from the familial unit and society. For instance, 
people consider their knowledge and perceptions of the obstacles and opportunities they 
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would face if they held a specific position which narrows their career exploration. 
Unfortunately, students who were not exposed to a variety of careers limit their career 
options (Gottfredson, 1981). Gottfredson (1981) believed people who promote self-
insight and career exploration can help prevent or reverse inappropriate circumscription. 
Therefore, problems arise when an individual’s self-assessment is inaccurate which led 
them to overemphasize barriers and restrict career options which is why it is critical to 
examine a person’s perception of career opportunities, ability to make career choices, 
priorities when compromising, and dysfunctional career thoughts (Gottfredson, 1981).  
 Numerous demographic variables including sex, gender, sexuality, and minority 
status also influence career decisions (Schneider & Dimito, 2010). For instance, 
Schneider and Dimito (2010) found gay men and women whose sexuality was not known 
to others limited their career choices to professions in which they believed they could 
hide their sexuality or ones they believed their sexual preference would be a nominal 
factor in their job performance. Harris (2014) reaffirmed Schneider and Dimito’s (2010) 
findings on sexual minorities but also found employees who were persons of color 
reported managing the way they expressed their racial background and heritage by 
masking their blackness. Harris’s (2014) study demonstrated how many employees feel 
as if they have to conform or assimilate into majority culture. Hardie (2015) found males 
who held conservative gender role attitudes were less likely to enter a female-dominated 
field like counseling and counselor education. Age is also a factor in career decision 
making. For instance, Walker and Peterson (2012) found individuals made career 
decisions based on how many years they believed they had left to engage in a career, how 
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the participant viewed him or herself as an instrument in the chosen career, and the 
psychological value placed on a job. Emotional commitment is also a major component 
to career decision making (Conklin et al., 2013). For instance, Conklin et al. (2013) found 
career decision self-efficacy mediated the relationship between affective commitment to a 
major and career outcome expectations such as expected career performance and 
satisfaction. Therefore, a student’s perception of their abilities and the demands of the job 
are critical factors to how a person emotionally identifies with both their major and career 
choice (Conklin et al., 2013).  
 Jackson et al. (2010) demonstrated how males who entered the counseling 
profession faced serious hardships related to sex role stereotyping and how these 
hardships led them to consider leaving the profession. Similarly, Michel et al. (2013) 
found one of the barriers to recruiting males into the counseling profession was that many 
males had a negative perception of the field due to the lack of male counselors. These 
researchers highlighted how the lack of male counselors affected how counselors 
provided services for male clients and how males negatively viewed counseling as a 
career choice (Michel et al., 2013). Therefore, Gottfredson’s (1981) theory provides the 
framework for the lack of interest in the counseling profession because she posited 
people limit their career choices when they have a negative view of the profession or if 
the profession does not align with a person’s stereotypical gender role.  
Gottfredson’s theory could also explain some of the comments found in Brooks 
and Steen’s (2010) qualitative study involving African American males. For instance, 
participants reported they chose to enter the world of academia because they thought 
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faculty positions were flexible, prestigious, and fulfilling yet reported low job satisfaction 
because there was a misalignment between their perceptions and lived experiences 
(Brooks & Steen, 2010). In fact, one respondent reported, “the pay was a major let-down 
given the amount of prestige associated with obtaining a doctoral degree” (Brooks & 
Steen, 2010, p. 146). Another respondent from Brookes and Steen’s (2010) study 
commented on the lack of diversity among counselor educators by stating, “you cannot 
pursue something you do not know exists” (p. 147). These findings highlight 
Gottfredson’s (1981) claims about exposure to careers and people within those careers, 
prestige, and perceptions about the career.  
DeCino (2019) found counselors who engaged in re-writing their career narrative 
to debunk career indecisiveness experienced a critical transformation in themselves and 
strengthened their professional and individual identity development. DeCino’s (2019) 
finding further supports Gottfredson’s (1981) claim that people can prevent or reverse 
inappropriate circumscription by engaging in activities that support self-insight. 
Gottfredson (1981) supported self-assessment because she believed individuals who had 
an accurate sense of self were less likely to focus on barriers and were more open to 
exploring different careers. Therefore, the link between DeCino’s (2019) findings and 
Gottfredson’s (1981) claims strengthen the connection between demographics, 
mentorship, and career choice. For instance, mentors often focus on the career needs of 
their mentees and help mentees gain insight into self and career opportunities (Black et 
al., 2012; Kram,1983; Zopiatis et al., 2017) which Gottfredson (1981) posited increases 
career exploration. However, one factor not taken into account within these studies is the 
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overwhelming number of students who stated they chose a career within the helping 
profession because they wanted to help others overcome obstacles they also overcame 
(Hill et al., 2013; Holliday et al., 2018). Many of these students stated that the desire to 
help others superseded other aspects of their career decision making process (Hill et al., 
2013; Holliday et al., 2018). 
Michel et al. (2015) identified perceived opportunities, minimal barriers, and 
good supports were protective factors among minority and male counseling students. 
These findings further support Gottfredson’s (1981) theory because Gottfredson (1981) 
posited people would avoid certain careers if they associated barriers with the career, if 
the profession lacked professionals who looked like them or if they perceived the career 
to have limited opportunities. Gottfredson’s (1981) claims and Michel et al.’s (2015) 
findings also reinforce the role of the mentor in career decision making and navigation. 
For instance, counselors who reported having a mentor stated the most significant ways a 
mentor helped them was by helping them navigate barriers within their chosen career, 
increase their view of career opportunities, and by increasing their feelings of support and 
confidence (Baltrinic et al., 2016; Carpenter et al., 2015; Eaton et al., 2015; Protivnak & 
Foss, 2009).  
Similar to Gottfredson (1981), Bandura (1997) also focused on how people make 
career decisions based upon their perceptions of self, their environment, and the 
interaction between cognitions and behavior. Bandura (1997), in his social learning 
theory, bring depth to Gottfredson’s (1981) framework for how people make career 
decisions because he provides details on each of Gottfredson’s (1981) claims. For 
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instance, Bandura (1997) posited a person’s feelings of competence and confidence 
influence their perception of their abilities which in turn affects their interests. These 
claims made by Bandura support Gottfredson’s argument that individuals make career 
decisions based upon their perceived abilities, interests, and values. Bandura (1997) also 
claimed environmental stimuli play a role in learning similar to how Gottfredson believed 
environmental factors influence career decisions. However, Bandura (1997) expanded on 
how people learn from their environment by incorporating aspects of role modeling, 
shadowing, and supporting individuals through challenges. Similar to Gottfredson’s 
(1981) claim that people consider obstacles associated with a career, Bandura (1997) 
posited people consider the consequences of their actions before behaving in a certain 
way and that rewards are intrinsic in nature and often develop from early life experiences. 
Bandura (1997) highlighted the importance of mentorship because he found people learn 
by watching, imitating, and modeling other people and that a person could increase their 
chances of strengthening their self-efficacy levels if they had a mentor who guided them 
and provided them with feedback when they engaged in challenging activities.  
Gottfredson (1981) believed a person can reverse inappropriate circumscription 
through insight which other researchers found is a common task performed by mentors 
(Black et al., 2012; Yob & Crawford, 2012). Kram’s (1983) theory of mentorship bridges 
self-efficacy and Gottfredson’s claims on career decision making. For example, Kram 
(1983) stated mentors must address both personal and professional issues as well as assist 
mentees in adjusting to new learning environments by supporting them to overcome 
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obstacles, exposing mentees to new tasks and careers, as well as addressing cultural and 
demographic attributes of the mentee.  
In conclusion, the claims of Bandura, Gottfredson, and Kram helped me evaluate 
the career choices of CES students. Gottfredson’s (1981) theory of circumscription and 
compromise provided the conceptual framework for how people make career decisions 
and highlighted the importance of collecting demographic data. Bandura’s (1997) claims 
brought depth to relationships found in Gottfredson’s (1981) theory by highlighting the 
importance of self-efficacy and how people learn through interacting with others. Kram 
(1983) then linked how mentors influenced the personal and professional aspects of 
mentees and further explained how mentors affect a mentees career choice and their self-
efficacy levels.  
Literature Review Related to Key Variables Relevance of the Problem 
In this section I discuss the need to fill counselor educator positions and the factors 
influencing the shortage of counselor educators. I also discuss findings related to why 
CES students may not be considering faculty positions, motivations behind obtaining a 
CES degree, and highlight how mentors influence these factors. I conclude this section by 
sharing recommendations from the literature for how to address the shortage of counselor 
educators and the lack of diversity among counselor educators as well as how best to 
mentor CES students.  
Counselor Education and Supervision Programs 
As many researchers have pointed out, the need to fill faculty positions in 
counselor education programs is a significant problem for the profession (Farmer et al., 
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2017; Hinkle et al., 2017; Isaacs & Sabella, 2013; Woo et al. 2017) and has been since 
the late 1980’s (Maples, 1989; Maples et al.,1993). Unfortunately, the demand for 
qualified counselor educators will increase even more because approximately 25% of 
current counselor educators are due to retire within the next 10 years (Isaacs & Sabella, 
2013). The shortage of adequately trained counselor educators stems from the new 
CACREP (2016) standard that require CES programs to hire faculty who graduated from 
a CACREP accredited program. The problem lies with there not being enough CACREP 
accredited CES programs and graduates of these programs are choosing positions outside 
of academia (Woo et al., 2017). The lack of CACREP trained counselor educators is not a 
new issue for the profession but is a notable phenomenon because people often make 
career choices based upon the supply and demand for the profession and there is a strong 
need for counselor educators (Gardner, 2013). Therefore, researchers are left wondering 
why CES graduates of CACREP programs are choosing not to enter the field of academia 
despite the increasing demand to fill CES faculty positions. Woo et al. (2017) postulated 
this deficit exists because individuals do not know about the significant number of 
retirements within the next 10 years. Others believe low salary (Brooks & Steen, 2010; 
Hinkle et al., 2017), low self-efficacy (Poidevant et al., 1991), or misperceptions about 
tasks associated with faculty positions (Farmer et al., 2017) deter CES students from 
becoming faculty. However, others found the lack of mentoring relationships that foster a 
sense of connectedness and belonging are the cause for CES graduates not wanting to 
enter into faculty positions (Groccia et al., 2018).  
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Some departments chose to capitalize on the demand for CACREP accredited 
graduates by creating CES doctoral programs. In fact, Maple et al. (1993) reported there 
were only 27 CACREP accredited doctoral counselor education programs in 1990. 
Whereas today there are 91 CACREP accredited doctoral programs (CACREP, 2019) 
which is a 45% increase from 2015 in which there were only 63 CACREP accredited 
doctoral programs (CACREP, 2019; Pace, 2016). While the number of CES programs 
and student enrollment in CACREP accredited doctoral programs has risen, graduates of 
these programs are not entering the world of academia which maintains the problem of 
not having enough qualified applicants to fill the demand for counselor educator faculty 
positions (Isaacs & Sabella, 2013).  
Unfortunately, many counselor education programs who needed to fill positions 
with CACREP accredited graduates resorted to restructuring their department, laying off 
current faculty who did not meet CACREP standards, reassigning adjunct courses and 
responsibilities, redirecting funds, as well as adding responsibilities to full-time faculty 
job descriptions (Law, 2012; Torres Bernal et al., 2017). These actions ended up 
negatively influencing faculty productivity and longevity which in turn lowered student 
retention, satisfaction, learning, and interest in careers related to teaching on college 
campuses (Arcuri, 2016; Baltrinic et al., 2016; Hardre & Hackett, 2015; Kuo et al., 
2017). Some researchers found student retention rates dropped and student satisfaction 
with programs decreased when students did not receive adequate faculty mentorship 
(Hoffman, 2014). Bersola et al. (2014) posited student satisfaction with mentorship is of 
particular concern for doctoral programs because contact with faculty plays a significant 
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role in how students decide which graduate institution to attend and if they persist in a 
doctoral program. Meaning, students are more likely to attend an institution if they 
believe they will have close contact with faculty (Bersola et al., 2014) and are more likely 
to graduate if they receive mentorship (Hipolito-Delgado et al., 2017). 
However, hardships placed on counselor education programs put faculty in a 
tough position where they may not have time to provide mentorship to students (Altbach 
& Reisberg, 2017). This hardship is especially true for faculty of color who are taxed 
with mentoring students of color which adds to retention issues for faculty of color and 
further adds to the lack of retention of students of color because they do not have mentors 
who look like them (Brooks & Steen, 2010; Schwartz, 2012). Faculty of color are often 
overutilized and showcased as exemplifying diversity as well as spending time mentoring 
students of color which comes at the expense of time designated for research and writing 
(Turner, 2002). These faculty also face the dilemma of admitting students who are not 
fully prepared for doctoral level work in order to meet admissions quotas (Altbach & 
Reisberg, 2017). Consequently, students who are not well equipped for doctoral level 
work tend to drop out of the program which leads to low retention rates (Sleeter et al., 
2005). Other institutional reasons for leaving doctoral programs are lack of funding, 
absence of resources to complete the dissertation, high rates of anxiety and depression, 
and inadequate support personnel (Miller & Stone, 2011; Nolte et al., 2015; Smith et al., 
2006). Golde (2011) found the majority of doctoral students are not happy with the 
training they receive and feel as if they are not prepared for the job they take. Golde 
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(2011) also found students do not understand what doctoral study entails or how to 
successfully navigate the doctoral process.  
CES Faculty  
 Alves et al. (2019) found nearly one-third of faculty were overwhelmed with 
additional responsibilities, supplementing their income by taking on jobs outside of 
academia, or spending time doing research in order to meet publishing requirements. 
Burnout of counselor educators can lead to cynicism, low self-efficacy rates, and high 
turnover (Coaston & Cook, 2017). Coaston and Cook (2017) found burnout negatively 
affected faculty members' quality of life, regardless of their field of knowledge and that 
women were more susceptible to burnout than men. These results are especially 
concerning for the field of counseling as three-fourths of counselors and counselor 
educators are women (ACS, 2019) and because a faculty member’s quality of life may 
affect the quality of education they provide to students (Alves et al., 2019). These 
additional responsibilities may also keep faculty from fully attending to student 
mentorship which then influences student retention rates. For instance, students in Miller 
and Stone’s (2011) study identified the lack of connection with other students, few 
mentoring relationships, and insufficient role modeling as factors that negatively 
influenced their ability to remain a student in their counseling program. While Miller and 
Stone’s (2011) study is a bit dated, I could not find relevant studies that addressed the use 
of mentors to help retain CES students which is congruent with claims about the lack of 
research on CES students made by other researchers (Hinkle et al., 2014; Lockard et al., 




Another outcome related to the drastic cutbacks and changes within counselor 
education departments is the low morale within academic environments 
(Sangganjanavanich & Balkin, 2013). For instance, many counselor educators 
experienced burnout due to increased faculty job expectations, engaging in student 
gatekeeping strategies, as well as keeping up with the demands of the counseling 
profession (Hill, 2009). Overall career satisfaction correlates with job-person fit, 
reflective career awareness, and an individual’s realistic occupational perceptions 
(Zopiatis et al., 2017). Individuals who are satisfied in their careers are also more likely 
to stay and progress in their current field than those who are not satisfied (Zopiatis et al., 
2017). Unfortunately, the converse is also true. For instance, the counselor educators in 
Coaston and Cook’s (2017) study who reported low levels of job satisfaction and a desire 
to leave the profession also identified a poor work-life fit and high levels of burnout. 
Unfortunately, students often make career choices based on how their mentor, advisor, or 
faculty member portrayed the profession (Ramirez, 2010). Therefore, faculty may be 
inadvertently diverting students away from the profession because they are overwhelmed 
and burned out.  
CES Job Satisfaction 
Researchers found it is especially important to consider the job satisfaction levels 
of faculty across both work and life. Researchers discovered there is a strong correlation 
between faculty job satisfaction and research productivity, longevity, and self-care 
strategies (Sangganjanavanich & Balkin, 2013; Woo et al., 2017). For instance, Woo et 
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al. (2017) found counseling faculty who reported high levels of burnout showed 
significantly lower levels of scholarly productivity than those who reported less burnout. 
However, these researchers also found job satisfaction moderated the relationship 
between burnout and research productivity and highlighted the importance of providing 
systematic interventions to enhance scholarly productivity of counseling faculty (Woo et 
al., 2017). Lastly, these authors discussed previous research findings in relation to their 
results and summarized over involvement leads to emotional exhaustion and 
depersonalization, yet also contributes to an increased sense of personal accomplishment 
among counselor educators (Woo et al., 2017).  
Bradley and Holcomb (2004) found African American counselor educators’ 
perception of department racial climate predicted their level of job satisfaction. 
Unfortunately, many African American faculty reported experiencing a negative racial 
climate in their department, which may mean these faculty are inadvertently diverting 
students, especially African American students away from the teaching profession 
(Bradley & Holcomb, 2004). Although women have earned over 50% of doctorates since 
2006, they continue to be underrepresented in tenured faculty positions and 
overrepresented in non-tenured, instructional faculty positions (Johnson, 2016, p.392). 
Taylor et al. (2017) found an employee’s satisfaction with psychologically healthy 
workplace practices, as outlined by the American Psychological Association (APA), were 
positively correlated with high levels of organizational commitment and overall mental 
wellbeing and with lower levels of emotional exhaustion and turnover intention. 
Therefore, it is important to consider how satisfied counselor educators are with their 
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faculty positions when analyzing the shortage of counselor educators because students’ 
lack of interest in academic careers could be linked to how faculty portray the profession. 
Also, the dearth of research on CES students becomes even more pronounced when 
assessing the needs of African American CES students which is why I had to incorporate 
Bradley and Holcomb’s study from 2004.  
 Gambrell et al. (2011) found counselor educators are more satisfied with their 
positions than mental health, school, or creative arts counselors who held a master’s 
degree. However, doctoral level counselors were more satisfied than counselor educators 
and attributed being happy in their profession with opportunities for job promotion 
(Gambrell et al., 2011). Mamiseishvili et al. (2016) also identified the lack of job 
promotion as one possible reason why mid-career CES associate faculty participants in 
their study reported lower levels of job satisfaction than assistant professors who are at 
the beginning of their career. These researchers found newer assistant professors and 
senior ranking professors who were about to retire similarly reported positive job 
satisfaction rates (Mamiseishvili et al., 2016). While participants in Milsom and Moran’s 
(2015) study reported being happy in their counselor educator position, these individuals 
reported struggling with the transition from school counselor into a counselor educator 
because they felt their faculty positions were isolating and did not have clear job 
descriptions, expectations, or evaluation procedures. While these researchers focused on 
counselor educators who transition from school counselors, the findings highlight the 
importance of mentoring relationships for newly appointed faculty.  
Occupational Benefits and Salaries  
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Some researchers found people make career decisions based on what they believe 
to be the benefits of a career or what benefits they are receiving while being employed. 
According to Bray (2014), about 20% of counselors reported they received three weeks 
of paid time off, 13% said they received more than six weeks, and 14% said they received 
no paid time off at all. Counselor educators (20%) and mental health or community 
counselors (21%) were the two groups with the largest percentage of respondents who 
reported receiving no paid time off (Bray, 2014). Seventy-seven percent of counselors 
reported their employer paid for trainings, 39% received tuition benefits, and 33% 
received paid supervision hours (Bray, 2014). Thirty-four percent of counselors and 57% 
of counselor educators held a second job outside of their primary position which on 
average adds an additional $3,133 annually (Bray, 2014). However, counselor educators 
tended to make an additional $7,000 annually by additional responsibilities (Bray, 2014). 
Bray (2014) noted counselor educators reported working a second job in a clinical setting 
whereas those who reported their primary job was as a clinician worked a second job as 
an adjunct faculty. Almost 20% of all counselors worked a third job in different areas 
such as consultation, outside of the clinical field, or program evaluation (Bray, 2014). 
These findings highlight reasons why some students may not enter into either a graduate 
or doctoral program within the counseling field. 
Lack of Diversity Among Counselor Educators 
Sustaining African American counselor educators is a significant issue for the 
field of counseling because African American counselor educators perceived publishing, 
colleagues' racism, and lack of mentoring as major barriers to attaining promotion and 
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tenure (Bradley & Holcomb, 2004). Similarly, and more recently, CES graduate students 
of color in Hipolito-Delgado et al.’s (2017) study identified their protective factors as 
having diverse peers, being supported by faculty, and having family and friends who 
helped with outside of the classroom commitments. Similarly, the three risk factors for 
not persisting in doctoral programs identified by these participants were difficulty 
balancing work, family and school, feeling disconnected from their program, and 
perceived instances of White dominance (Hipolito-Delgado et al., 2017).  
While the percentage of African American counselors rose from 5% in 1990 to 
20% in 2017 (U.S. Census Report, 2017), an overwhelming 70% of counselors-in-
training identified as Caucasian. Only 25.6% of CES faculty reporting to CACREP in 
2015 identified as ethnic minorities (Meyers, 2016). Similarly, 65% of currently enrolled 
doctoral students in CES programs identify as Caucasian and the majority of counselors-
in-training and CES doctoral students do not graduate (Meyers, 2016). Other fields within 
the helping profession reported similar concerns for the lack of diverse faculty. For 
instance, in a more recent study, the American Psychological Association (APA) reported 
86% of psychologists in the U.S. workforce identified as Caucasian, 5% as Asian, 5% as 
Hispanic, 4% as Black and 1% were Multiracial or from other racial or ethnic groups (Lin 
et al., 2018). However, Lin et al. (2018) also reported one-third (32%) of psychology 
doctorates earned in 2016 were awarded to racial or ethnic minorities which suggests the 
field of psychology could begin to soon mirror the greater U.S. population, which is 62 % 
Caucasian and 38 % minority. However, counselor educators are falling short which is 
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why it is critical to find quality ways to strengthen mentoring programs devoted to 
increasing diversity among the counseling profession (Hiplolito-Delgado et al., 2017).  
 The problem of having too few minority doctoral students originates from the lack 
of diverse master’s level students because most doctoral programs require students to 
already have a master’s degree (Brooks & Steen, 2010). The lack of diverse counselor 
educators and counseling students is problematic because the counseling profession 
wants to create a cohort of professionals that mirrors the population they are serving. 
Rationale for this mirroring is because minority clients are more likely to persist in 
counseling if they feel their counselor understands them, can relate to their adversity, and 
can establish trust (Constantine, 2002; Hayes et al., 2016). Also, non-Caucasians in Lee’s 
(2010) study reported they felt Caucasian faculty were unwelcoming which led to them 
feel isolated. Feelings of isolation and mistrust of faculty members are reasons why 
students of color leave CES programs (Brown & Grothaus, 2019). However, Brown and 
Grouthaus (2019) found mentorship can strengthen trust in students of color who are 
being mentored by Caucasian counselor educators.  
Knowing the census predictions for 2050 are that the non-Hispanic Caucasian 
population will decrease to 46% of the total population, while 30% of the population will 
be Hispanic; 13% Black; one percent American Indian, Eskimo, and Aleut; and eight 
percent Asian and Pacific Islander (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2017) places the 
counseling profession in a significant predicament. The lack of diverse faculty hinders 
the experiences of both CES students and counselors-in-training (master’s level) and 
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deserves increased attention as well as provides a strong rationale for taking race into 
consideration when evaluating the career choices of CES students.  
Motivation to Pursue a Doctoral Degree 
Most students enter a CES doctoral program with the intent to obtain a faculty 
position (Hinkle et al., 2017). Hinkle et al. (2017) found students entered a CES program 
because they were motivated by their desire to persevere for their family and make a 
difference in their community. These participants were also motivated to earn a doctoral 
degree because they associated having a PhD with job security and being respected 
(Hinkle et al., 2017). Other researchers found students were motivated to earn a degree in 
the helping profession because they experienced adversity and wanted to help others 
overcome similar obstacles (Hill et al., 2013; Holliday et al., 2018). Similarly, Bradley et 
al. (2012) found social workers were motivated to enter a doctoral program when they 
believed the program would validate their values in holistic and systems approaches. 
Other researchers found individuals pursued a doctoral degree because they felt rewarded 
by the intellectual challenge (Scott et al., 2004), had a love for learning (Ivankova & 
Stick, 2007), saw the degree as an opportunity to prove their abilities (Leonard et al., 
2005), gain confidence (Jablonski, 2001), and remain viable in a profession (Laurent et 
al., 2008). Gaining prestige, professional respect, and an increase in salary were also 
motivators for pursuing a doctoral degree (Laurent, 2008). Lastly Carpenter et al. (2018) 
as well as Duffy et al. (2011) found people were more likely to pursue a degree in a 
specific field, persist through to graduation, and be happy in the profession after 
graduation if they associated positive outcomes with the job they will hold upon 
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graduation. While each of these findings relate to the study at hand, many of these 
researchers did not exclusively have CES students in their sample.  
Salary 
  According to a large national survey conducted by the ACA (Bray, 2014) which 
consisted of nearly 9,000 counselors and counselor educators, the average annual salary 
for a counselor educator was $66,405 which was about $13,000 more than the highest 
annual counselor salary of $53,500 which was reported by rehabilitation counselors and 
school counselors. Mental health, clinical mental health, and community counselors 
reported the lowest average annual salary of $40,422 (Bray, 2014). Unfortunately, 
counselors were paid approximately $12,000 less than the average national salary of 
$52,065 and approximately $29,000 less than the national average for people holding a 
master’s degree (U.S. Census Bureau, 2017). Counselor educators made approximately 
$23,000 less than the average person in America holding a doctorate degree (U.S. Census 
Bureau, 2017).  
Salaries for counselors varied by geographic location with California counselors 
receiving about $64,000 annually versus counselors in Hawaii and the Northwest region 
of the U.S. being paid about $43,000 a year (Bray, 2014). According to the College and 
University Professional Association for Human Resources who had 184,924 tenured or 
tenure-track faculty members at 794 institutions nationwide who participated in their 
study, while the average annual income for counselor education faculty was $66,405, the 
average salary for a faculty teaching in a master’s or doctoral program was $89,144. The 
low salary associated with becoming a counselor education faculty may deter students 
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from entering into this field. Faculty could educate students on the many other benefits of 
holding faculty positions such as the ability to hold a second job, flexible work schedules, 
continuing education, career development, retirement packages, or job security (Patton, 
2016) 
 Hardie (2015) found males were more likely to enter a female-dominated 
occupation if they felt the salary was worth their investment. Unfortunately, the low 
salaries associated with the counseling and counselor education field may hinder males 
from entering both the counseling and faculty positions (U.S. Census Bureau, 2017). For 
example, Hinkle et al. (2017) postulated CES graduates could earn more working in 
private practice than if they entered academia as a counselor educator. These findings 
were especially true for African American males (Hinkle et al., 2017). However, people 
in private practice may not gain the many benefits Patton (2016) spoke of that are 
congruent with faculty positions. In addition, folks who earn their CES and enter into 
private practice have to pay for a degree that is commonly not needed to become a private 
practitioner and will likely not be eligible for tuition reduction programs (Patton, 2016).  
While participants in Ramirez’s (2010) study were undergraduate students 
evaluating reasons for not entering the K-12 teaching professions, this author also found 
the converse to be true. Meaning, Ramirez (2010) found ethnic minority students chose 
not to enter the field of teaching because they felt there was a lack of respect for the 
teaching profession, nobody encouraged them to become a teacher, they had poor 
experiences with teachers, and they experienced negative events in schools. While this 
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study is dated and did not include CES students in particular, Brooks and Steen (2010) 
reported similar findings among African American male counselors-in-training.  
Clinical Leadership Positions 
According to Hinkle et al. (2017), the second most popular motivation for 
perusing a CES doctoral degree was to improve clinical skills and become a clinical 
leader. However, many doctoral graduates reported a lack of confidence in conducting 
tasks related to clinical leadership (Hinkle et al., 2017; Isaacs & Sabella, 2013; Lockard 
et al., 2014; Woo et al. 2017;). For instance, the 228 participants in Lockard et al.’s 
(2014) study reported feeling the least prepared to hold a clinical leadership position that 
required them to manage an organization; yet, becoming a clinical leader was the position 
Hinkle et al. (2017) found most counselor educators entered upon graduation. One 
possible rationale for people entering the clinical world over academia is that graduates 
of younger generations learn to love what they do if the salary is appealing to them 
(Aronson, 2017) and they weigh the debt associated with a doctoral degree with their 
salary (Donald et al., 2018). For instance, participants in Milsom and Moran’s (2015) 
study shared that the toughest transition from being a school counselor to becoming a 
counselor educator was the financial strain placed upon their family which led them to 
consider more financially stable positions that were outside of academia.  
Own Mental Health Issues  
Some students with mental health issues reported entering the helping profession 
because they believed they could correct their own mental health issues by learning more 
about disorders, interventions, and how to regulate emotions (Hill et al., 2013). Luke and 
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Diambra (2017) and Puffer (2011) urged career counselors to discuss regulations 
surrounding counselor comportment when providing information on the counseling field 
to students who expressed a desire to enter the counseling profession because they want 
to learn how to deal with their own mental health issues. The rationale for educating this 
population on counselor comportment comes from these researchers’ findings that 
students who have a tough time regulating their emotions due to perfectionism and 
overgeneralization also had dysfunctional career thoughts (Luke & Diambra, 2017; 
Puffer, 2017).  
Dysfunctional career thoughts and occupational indecision are also related to 
depressive symptoms and career decision making confusion (Walker & Peterson, 2012). 
Students’ inability to regulate emotions was also tied to career indecisiveness, fear to take 
on career challenges, lack of self-awareness, low self-efficacy, and low career success 
(Coetzee & Harry, 2014; De Haro García & Castejón Costa, 2014; Di Fabio & Kenny, 
2015; Harry, 2017). These findings relate to counselor education because personal 
comportment is a significant factor for counselors and counselors must be able to regulate 
their emotions (CACREP, 2016; Swank & Smith-Adcock, 2014). In fact, numerous 
institutions and the CACREP have guidelines that require faculty to assess attributes of 
counselors-in-training (CACREP, 2016). Some counselor education programs even start 
the gatekeeping process during admissions interviews because they know how important 
emotional regulation is to perform as a counselor and as a counselor educator (Swank & 
Smith-Adcock, 2014).  
Life Experiences  
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Many people choose counseling as a profession because they faced personal 
struggles or traumas in the past and gained from engaging in clinical services (Dean et 
al., 2018). For instance, Conteh et al. (2017) reported that 95% of counselors-in-training 
reported they experienced at least one trauma in their lives and almost 50% of the sample 
reported four or more traumas. It is also important to note that women are consistently 
more likely to meet criteria for Posttraumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD) and experience 
more severe symptoms than men who experienced a traumatic event because the majority 
of counselors-in-training are females (Vishnevsky et al., 2010). While an overwhelming 
number of counselors-in-training have experienced a trauma, many of these individuals 
also reported an increase in empathy as well as having hope for their clients which 
maintained their interest in performing clinical services (Dean et al., 2018). Therefore, 
the negative life experiences that prompted counselors-in-training to enter the field of 
counseling could also be influencing the CES students’ decision to enter the field of 
counseling after graduation because CES students were once counselors-in-training.  
Student Perceptions of Faculty Positions 
Some researchers found doctoral graduates were not interested in faculty positions 
due to students associating faculty positions with low salaries, a high demand for research 
productivity, job stress, and a lack of opportunities for promotion (Brooks & Steen, 2010; 
Hinkle et al., 2017; Nagle et al., 2004). Graduate psychology students in Nagle et al.’s 
(2004) study ranked the roles and activities faculty engaged in as the greatest benefit to 
becoming a faculty member. These students perceived prestige and salary as the lowest 
benefits to holding an academic position (Nagel et al., 2004). Finally, these participants 
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identified incentives that would be helpful in overcoming hesitancy in applying for an 
academic position such as reducing politics in the tenure process, an increase in salary, 
and more availability of academic positions that emphasize applied work (Nagle et al., 
2004; Schimanski & Alperin, 2018).  
There also appears to be a significant discrepancy between student perceptions of 
faculty roles and the tasks in which faculty engage (Hinkle et al., 2017; Wilde et al., 
2015). This misalignment between what students perceive the faculty position to be, and 
what tasks faculty actually report engaging in, may be influenced by having a mentor in 
the field. For instance, Carpenter et al. (2015) found explaining faculty roles to their 
mentee was the task upon which helping professionals spent the most amount of time. 
This finding highlights that CES students may misperceive faculty roles. 
CES Student’s Self-Efficacy  
Other researchers found students lacked confidence in performing faculty roles 
(Hunt & Gilmore, 2011), which is interesting considering Adkison-Bradley (2013) 
reported the goal of CES programs is to “train students to become leaders in all areas of 
the counseling discipline, including counselor education, and to gain competencies in 
advanced clinical work, supervision, research, teaching, and leadership” (p. 45). In fact, 
the CES degree was originally created to train individuals to become counselor educators 
and continues to be the single most identified degree requirement for counselor education 
faculty positions (Bernard, 2006; Bodenhorn et al., 2014). As per the CACREP standards 
(2016), all CES doctoral programs should graduate students who can “work as counselor 
educators, supervisors, researchers, and practitioners in academic and clinical settings” 
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(p. 52). Each program requires students to engage in field experiences in clinical practice, 
research, teaching, supervision, and leadership (CACREP, 2016; Hinkle et al., 2017; 
Woo et al. 2017). Doctoral internships that expose students to a wide range of 
experiences increases the student’s competence and confidence whereas doctoral 
coursework positively influences content expertise (Kilbourne et al., 2018). Therefore, 
graduates of CES programs should be well prepared to hold a faculty appointment 
because these students have completed internships with breadth and depth as well as 
numerous courses within all areas of CES. However, CES graduates still report low self-
efficacy rates among many areas associated with the CES degree (Hunt & Gilmore, 
2011).  
Upon graduating, many CES students reported low self-efficacy in their ability to 
teach (Dollarhide et al., 2013; Hunt & Gilmore, 2011), conduct research (Lamar & Helm, 
2017), and manage a leadership position (Lockard et al., 2014). Self-efficacy is an 
important variable when examining career choice because a person is more likely to enter 
a career if they feel both confident and competent to perform the job-related tasks of that 
profession (Whiston et al., 2017). Also, confidence to perform job related tasks comes 
from experiencing, actively engaging in, and watching others perform tasks (Baltrinic et 
al., 2016; Dollarhide et al., 2013). Therefore, many CES faculty take an applicant’s post-
master’s experiences into account when granting admission into their program because 
faculty know having experience in the field positively influences self-efficacy levels 
(Farmer et al., 2017; Ferguson, 2012; Sackett et al., 2015) which in turn influences career 
fit and persistence (Farmer et al., 2017). For instance, counselor educators who 
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previously held positions as school counselors reported higher self-efficacy levels in the 
areas of teaching and service to the college because they previously engaged in these 
tasks as school counselors (Milsom & Moran, 2015). Therefore, it is critical to examine 
how self-efficacy rates of CES students are influenced by having a mentor related to each 
area of the CES program because these feelings of competence and confidence extend 
into how they make their career choice. 
Mentorship could moderate the relationship between self-efficacy and academic 
adjustment. For instance, Thomas et al. (2009) studied African American CES students in 
particular and found African American counselor educators in training who reported 
higher levels of confidence in their ability to succeed were also more motivated to 
acquire knowledge and reported higher levels of academic adjustment. These researchers 
recommended counselor educators create interventions that specifically address mentees 
perception of their ability to be academically successful as well as provide a mentoring 
environment that addresses the socio-cultural and institutional obstacles that are present 
(Thomas et al., 2009). Thomas et al.’s (2009) goal is to empower mentees by increasing 
their self-efficacy and make a career choice that aligns with their abilities while 
understanding jobs come with some challenges and these challenges can be accomplished 
through trial and error.  
Similarly, Dollarhide et al. (2013) found that African American females, more 
than any of the other participants interviewed for their study, reported a strong desire to 
have a faculty mentor support them because they lacked confidence in their skills. 
Dollarhide et al. also found African American participants that was not seen in other 
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participants was that the African American participants reported lower self-efficacy 
scores on professional development and identified their desire for obtaining a mentor of a 
similar racial background (Dollarhide et al., 2013). Those African American female 
counselors in training who had a mentor reported higher levels of professional identity 
self-efficacy (Dollarhide et al., 2013). Therefore, the link between counselor self-
efficacy, race, and mentorship is worthy of investigation, which is why these are all 
variables in my study.  
Both Magnuson (2002) and Hall and Hulse (2010) found CES students reported a 
lack of knowledge in teaching pedagogy and content delivery methods which led to low 
teaching self-efficacy rates. Buller (2013) found students associated their low teaching 
self-efficacy rates with having only one course on teaching methods. Baltrinic et al. 
(2016) proposed that CES programs establish a co-teaching model because CES students 
reported positive gains when they engaged in co-teaching with their peers. Similarly, 
Hunt and Gilmore (2011) found doctoral students who engaged in a didactic course in 
teaching reported knowing how to develop course materials, manage behaviors in the 
classroom, and were likely to report having a teaching style. Although teacher self-
efficacy rates of CES students are not as high as the profession may want them to be, 
CES students reported higher levels of teacher self-efficacy than those students who were 
enrolled in counseling psychology or Doctor of Psychology (PsyD) programs (Poidevant 
et al., 1991). While Poidevant et al.’s (1991) study is fairly dated, results may affirm 
CACREP’s goals for CES programs as well as strengthen the identity of the CES degree 
as a degree that was created for counselor educators. These findings could especially hold 
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true since this study took place during the great divide between counseling psychology 
and counselor education.  
Graduates of CES programs also reported low self-efficacy in gatekeeping 
strategies (Schuermann et al., 2018) which may deter them from considering faculty 
positions because faculty reported spending a significant amount of time engaging in 
gatekeeping responsibilities (Rapp et al., 2018; Swank & Smith-Adcock, 2014). The lack 
of wanting to perform in gatekeeping strategies as a counselor educator may also stem 
from how students view their peers (Brown-Rice & Furr, 2013). For instance, Brown-
Rice and Furr (2013) conducted a national survey of counseling master’s students and 
found that 74% of the respondents reported they witnessed a significant concern 
regarding their peers’ professional or personal comportment. Results for doctoral 
psychology students were similar in that 57.8% indicated they were aware of at least one 
peer who displayed problems of professional competence (Veilleux et al., 2012). In both 
cases, the most common concern students experienced was witnessing their peer disrupt 
the learning environment (Brown-Rice & Furr, 2013; Veilleux et al., 2012). Therefore, 
the lack of wanting to engage in gatekeeping combined with feelings of incompetence 
related to gatekeeping may also be a factor in why CES students choose to not pursue 
academic positions.  
 Many counseling students lack the competence to conduct career counseling (Lara 
et al., 2011). Lindo et al. (2019) found students lacked an interest in career counseling 
because they believed the Internet can be just as beneficial of a resource to clients 
seeking career advice as they can. These researchers also found students who reported 
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having a clear understanding of career theories also had a clear career path and felt more 
comfortable engaging in career counseling (Lindo et al., 2019). These authors reiterated 
that counselor education programs need to have students in counseling programs engage 
in self-reflective career activities, so they gain an understanding of their career path 
(Lindo et al., 2019). Therefore, the lack of confidence in helping individuals make career 
decisions may also deter CES students from becoming a faculty member because faculty 
also serve as advisors who commonly provide career guidance.  
Research as an Overall Problem 
The persistent shortage of clinical research within the field of counseling is a 
significant problem for counselor education as well as other helping professions (Borders 
et al., 2012; Kaminsky & Behrend, 2015; Lee, 2014). Borders et al. (2012) made a 
serious call to the counseling profession and created guidelines to help counseling 
professionals increase research productivity as a solution to the research deficit. Briggs 
and Pehrsson (2008) found the best way to increase research productivity among recently 
hired counselor educators was to provide these individuals with a research mentor who 
focused on research methodology, data analysis, and scientific integrity. Newly hired 
counselor educators who were participants in Magnuson et al.’s (2003) study reported 
experiencing less stress and greater productivity than those who did not have a research 
mentor. Confidence in conducting research is particularly important because even though 
most faculty indicated conducting research as the task they spent the least amount of time 
on (Austin & Hill, 2014), many CES students reported they were deterred from becoming 
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a counselor educator because they felt incompetent to perform research tasks they 
associated with becoming a counselor educator (Wilde et al., 2015). 
Overall, researcher self-efficacy increases as a CES student persists in their 
doctoral training (Dollarhide et al., 2013; Lambie & Vaccaro). Many researchers linked 
how having a research mentor increased self-efficacy levels of research related job tasks 
(Hollingsworth & Fassinger, 2002; Lambie & Vaccaro, 2011). For instance, Lambie and 
Vaccaro (2011) found students who had a research mentor were also more likely to have 
published, had an elevated interest in research positions, and reported high researcher 
self-efficacy levels. Having a research mentor increases the chances of both the mentor 
and mentee publishing scholarly work (Benishek et al., 2004; Murdock et al., 2013), 
creating a researcher identity (Briggs & Pehrsson, 2008; Dollarhide et al., 2013), and 
obtaining tenure (Hill et al., 2005; Nolte et al., 2015). However, as many researchers have 
pointed out, few CES students reported having a researcher identity or receiving research 
mentorship (Dollarhide et al., 2013; Hollingsworth & Fassinger, 2002). In fact, the lack 
of research mentorship among counseling professionals was the guiding force behind 
Hollingsworth and Fassinger (2002) creating the Research Mentoring Experiences Scale 
(RMES) which measures research mentoring experiences by research task functions. 
These researchers used the RMES and found research mentoring experiences and 
research self-efficacy were significant predictors of research productivity. These findings 
highlight the substantial deficit of researcher self-efficacy as well as the positive 




Ramsey et al. (2002) brought a different perspective on the research deficit. These 
researchers argued that counselor educators conduct quite a bit of scholarly activities by 
presenting at workshops or trainings, working on departmental initiatives, undergoing 
accreditation processes, and reviewing publications (Ramsey et al., 2002). This broader 
view of faculty research requirements appears to be a trend among many institutions and 
especially for faculty serving in the social sciences (Schimanski & Alperin, 2018). 
Similarly, Woo et al. (2017) highlighted how faculty research demands varied by type of 
institution and faculty rank, and that many institutions are lax on what counts as peer-
reviewed journals. Therefore, it would be interesting to see if CES graduates considered 
taking on a faculty position because their mentor let them know some institutions take a 
broader stance on faculty research requirements.  
Career Decision Making 
 While an individual’s feelings of confidence and competence in performing job 
responsibilities is a major factor in how an individual makes a career decision, so is 
considering if the individual is going to make meaning out of their work (Allan et al., 
2017; Brooks & Steen, 2010). Allan et al. (2017) and Amundson et al. (2010) interviewed 
newly hired professionals born between 1980 and 1990 and found these individuals were 
taking time to explore if a career would allow them to perform job tasks that were 
meaningful and if they believed they would feel a sense of belonging. These concepts of 
meaning making and giving back are particularly strong among African American faculty 
because these factors are the main reasons why African American faculty choose to stay 
in faculty positions (Brooks & Steen, 2010). 
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Similarly, Prawitasari (2018) found professionals in the Z Generation (born 1994-
2004) tend to choose careers that give them freedom and allow them to express their 
creativity. In contrast, Aronson (2017) found most Generation Z participants in their 
study expressed a serious concern about finances and reported they will learn to love a 
job that is going to pay them well. However, it is important to note Arson identified not 
stratifying the sample of undergraduate students into different categories of degrees as a 
major as a limitation of the study. Aronson also stated researchers should investigate 
individual aspects of student career decision making and if there are different financial 
attitudes among undergraduate and graduate students of this generation (Arson, 2017). 
Either way, it is important for researchers to know how undergraduate students make 
career choices because undergraduate students will eventually make career decisions 
about entering (or not entering) doctoral programs. Researchers must also consider the 
limitations of these studies because many helping professionals identified their desire to 
help others as the driving force that prompted them to enter the helping profession which 
superseded the low pay associated with working in the helping profession (Hill et al., 
2013).  
Career Decision Self-Efficacy  
Researchers concerned with addressing the shortage of counselor educators must 
also examine how people make career decisions. Even a person’s feelings about how 
confident and competent they are in making a career decision influences how they make 
career decisions (Conklin et al., 2013). For instance, Conklin et al. (2013) found career 
decision self-efficacy moderated the relationship between college student’s emotional 
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identification toward their area of study with career outcome expectations. These 
researchers also found students’ perceptions of their ability to meet the demands of the 
job influences the major they chose (Conklin et al., 2013). Therefore, it is important to 
consider how confident and competent CES students feel about their career decision 
making because their career self-efficacy may be playing a role in which field they 
choose to enter after graduation.  
Similar to previous findings, Sidiropoulou-Dimakakou et al. (2012) found 
students whose degree matches their career interests were less likely to experience 
difficulties in their career decision making process. These researchers also found people 
who knew their values and had high levels of general self-efficacy were less likely to 
experience feelings of career indecisiveness. For instance, Sidiropoulou-Dimakakou et al. 
found self-knowledge, psychological stability, being less dependent on others, and being 
able to confront difficulties were attributes of people with high clarity of their values. 
These authors proposed university students find a mentor who guides them through the 
process of self-reflection which helps students clarify their values and interests 
(Sidiropoulou-Dimakakou et al. 2012).  
Most importantly, Sidiropoulou-Dimakakou et al. (2012) found students who 
chose a vocational domain that was linked to their degree and career interests exhibited 
higher generalized self-efficacy levels that those whose interests did not match. These 
researchers stated that it was possible students with high levels of general self-efficacy 
were willing to face challenges because they felt confident in their decision-making 
abilities, had knowledge about the career decision making process, and saw the positive 
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gains of being satisfied with their career (Sidiropoulou-Dimakakou et al. 2012). 
Sidiropoulou-Dimakakou et al. concluded that students who were not satisfied by their 
educational choices might see this lack of satisfaction as a hinderance in the decision-
making process which led them to feel less capable of making a career decision. 
Sidiropoulou-Dimakakou et al.’s (2012) findings are critical to understanding this 
current study. These researchers concluded their study by highlighting the importance of 
self-efficacy in career decision making and the important role mentors play in 
strengthening a person’s self-efficacy and clarification of values. In particular, these 
authors stated mentors should aim to strengthen a person’s self-perception through self-
esteem building activities, supporting them through job related challenges, and helping 
them identify personal strengths as well as teaching them how to find career related 
information. These suggestions build on Dollarhide et al. (2013) and Thomas et al.’s 
(2009) findings that programs can strengthen the likelihood of African American females 
being academically successful in a counseling program if their mentor encourages and 
supports them to acknowledge their academic abilities as well as provide them with 
realistic job-related tasks. Sidiropoulou-Dimakakou et al. (2012) suggested mentors 
engage in these tasks because doing so would allow the mentee to discover career choices 
that aligned with their interests, values, and personal strengths which other researchers 
found increased the chance for the mentee to be satisfied with their job choice (Zopiatis 
et al., 2017).  
Cultural Influences  
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At times, cultural influences impact a person’s career choice (Jung & 
McCormick, 2011). For instance, Jung and McCormick (2011) found individuals whose 
culture supported independence reported an idiocentric view toward their future career 
goals. However, these researchers pointed out a person’s idiocentric views on 
occupational intentions were often balanced with the allocentric components of culturally 
specific familial values, occupational interest, and enjoyment (Jung & McCormick, 
2011).  
Wambu et al. (2017) found similar results when studying African American 
immigrant families and reported these students tended to value prestigious careers over 
what they found interesting. These researchers found many African American immigrant 
families pushed their children to choose careers that were prestigious and whose salaries 
were going to support the family (Wambu et al., 2017). Parents in this collectivistic 
culture tend to believe they brought their children to the U.S. so they could ensure the 
economic survival of the family and take care of their ageing parents (Wambu et al., 
2017).  
However, Okubo et al. (2007) found the amount of pressure varies on the 
ethnicity, acculturation level, socio-economic status, and structure of the family. These 
researchers also found students feel pressured depending on the way genders are 
socialized in their culture, how conflicts among elders are handled, and the birth order of 
the student (Okubo et al., 2007). Therefore, mentors are encouraged to take each of these 
demographic and cultural factors into consideration when attending to the career needs of 




It is also important to note that many researchers found parental influence was a 
significant factor in the career decision making process of high school students who were 
entering undergraduate programs (Latashia, 2012). In particular, students who reported 
high levels of familial conflict and low levels of family expressiveness also exhibited 
career decision making confusion, commitment anxiety, and external conflict in career 
decision making (Lustig et al., 2017). While parental influence played a significant role 
in an undergraduate student’s choice of career and negatively influenced the career 
decision making of undergraduate students, parental influence had little to no impact on 
how graduate students chose a graduate degree or career (Latashia, 2012). Both Asian 
and African immigrant families tended to have higher educational expectations of their 
children and put a lot more pressure on their children to become academically successful 
than the Caucasian student families in Jeffrey et al. (2014) and Bennett-Garraway’s 
(2014) studies. Stebleton et al. (2019) found some students from families who value 
economic independence urged their children to get a job right out of high school because 
they are concerned with the dept college students acquire when attending college.  
Career Counselor Influence 
Another person who contributes to an individual’s career choice is a career 
counselor (Whiston et al., 2017). In fact, participants in Whiston et al.’s (2017) study 
who collaborated with a career counselor reported positive gains in every dimension of 
career decision making. Poidevant et al. (1991) urged career counselors to blend career 
counseling with psychotherapy and pay particular attention to an individual’s personal 
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issues such as anxiety, mood, identity, attachment, and psychological separation. Career 
counselors who blended career and personal counseling skills addressed their students’ 
overall depressive symptoms which lowered the students’ anxiety associated with career 
indecision, decision-making confusion, and dysfunctional career thoughts (Walker & 
Peterson, 2012). Career counselors must also be conscientious about how they present 
occupations to clients because Ramirez (2010) found negative information generated 
from teachers and counselors about careers in teaching was the primary reason students 
lacked an interest in teaching.  
Mentorship 
Mentorship is one factor researchers found influences the success of counselor 
educators across all aspects of their position. For instance, counselor educators who 
stated they had a mentor also reported experiencing a successful transition into the 
counselor educator role (Baltrinic et al., 2016; Boswell et al., 2015; Magnuson et al., 
2009; Milsom & Moran, 2015; Yob & Crawford 2012), satisfaction in their position 
(Burgess, 2007; Davis, 2007; Eaton et al., 2015; Gambrell et al., 2011), positive gains 
from negotiating contracts (Warnke et al., 1999), having a strong professional identity 
(Dollarhide et al., 2013), having an increased sense of ability to overcome obstacles 
(Eaton et al., 2015), and feeling confident in engaging in gatekeeping and teaching 
responsibilities (Hunt, & Gilmore, 2011; Schuermann et al., 2018). Having a mentor also 
influences career planning, academic productivity, job satisfaction, and career choice 
(Yehia et al., 2014) as well as non-professional aspects such as work-life balance and 
feeling socially connected (Eaton et al., 2015; Niles et al., 2001). Mentorship even 
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influenced the theoretical orientation of supervisees more than coursework or a 
program’s theoretical orientation (Buckman & Barker, 2010). Most of all, Lambie and 
Vaccaro (2011) and Gadbois and Graham (2012) found being mentored increased the 
likelihood that faculty would mentor students in the future and that previous experiences 
of being mentored influenced how a faculty member provided mentorship.  
Similarly, Magnuson et al. (2009) found support for each of the above-mentioned 
variables in a mentoring relationship in their six-year longitudinal study of counselor 
educators. These researchers followed counselor educators who were appointed faculty 
positions within the 2000-01 academic year through to 2006-07. During each stage of 
data collection all faculty members in this study reported the most critical factor related 
to their success and satisfaction with teaching was feeling supported and having engaged 
in a mentoring relationship (Magnuson et al., 2009). Therefore, the critical importance of 
having a mentor within the field of counselor education is vital to the sustainability of the 
profession.  
Quality of the Mentoring Relationship  
According to Guramatunhu-Mudiwa and Angel (2017), quality mentors should 
create a safe and trusting environment in which power is equally distributed and both 
participants can engage in open dialogue. These researchers found mentees who had 
mentors who met these criteria reported positive gains, advanced personal and 
professional growth, and had an increased appreciation for mentoring relationships. 
These findings were especially true for minority and female mentees (Guramatunhu-
Mudiwa & Angel, 2017).  
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One particular role mentors engage in was giving feedback. Dollarhide et al. 
(2013) described in their study that CES students reported faculty feedback positively 
influenced their feelings of legitimacy and validity when their expectations met reality. 
These researchers found recent CES graduates reported experiencing similar positive 
gains when peers and colleagues provided constructive feedback (Dollarhide et al, 2013). 
Receiving feedback also aided in decreasing symptoms of impostor syndrome (Lane, 
2015). Researchers found students who reported symptoms of impostor syndrome also 
reported doubting themselves prior to engaging in a task, experienced anxiety when 
conducting a task, and discrediting themselves after engaging in a task (Bachem et al., 
2020; Lane, 2015). Lane (2015) found counseling students who had a mentor who 
provided them with feedback also reported lower levels of impostor syndrome and 
anxiety. Therefore, faculty serving as mentors can decrease feelings of impostor 
syndrome which may lead mentees to expand their career search.  
Mentorship of CES students should begin within the first year of the student’s 
program (Dollarhide et al., 2013). Dollarhide et al. (2013) found CES students who 
received mentorship within their first year of coursework reported having a stronger 
professional identity than those who had not received mentoring. Quality mentors will 
urge the mentee to take time to reflect and engage in self-awareness (Black et al., 2004). 
Mentors should also seek contact with the mentee, establish what the mentee wants from 
the mentoring relationship, and set clear goals (Black et al., 2004). Boswell et al. (2015), 
and Magnuson et al. (2009) encouraged CES faculty to tailor the mentoring relationship 
to the unique career needs of the mentee. These researchers suggested guiding the mentee 
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in all areas associated with the CES degree including how to navigate the political 
climate of higher education and help mentees find a job (Boswell et al., 2015; Magnuson 
et al., 2009). Briggs and Pehrsson (2008) reported similar findings and suggested mentors 
focus on assisting their mentee through the tenure and promotion process. Newly 
appointed faculty participants in Levitt and Hermon’s (2009) study affirmed both 
Boswell et al.’s (2015) and Briggs and Pehrson’s (2008) findings and added mentors 
should also help mentees with challenges associated with balancing various faculty roles 
within and outside of academia as these were significant areas in which faculty felt 
incompetent and led to increased levels of stress. 
Miller and Stone (2011) and the participants in their study sought to debunk 
myths associated with mentoring. These researchers pointed out how not all senior 
faculty are capable of providing quality mentoring experiences and that there is a 
significant difference between mentoring and advising (Miller & Stone, 2011). These 
researchers also stated mentors and mentees did not have to be of the same race or 
background, nor did they have to have the same research interests or philosophical 
positions (Miller & Stone, 2011). Similarly, Milsom and Moran (2015) urged counselor 
educators to take on mentoring roles even if they felt they needed more experience in the 
profession or wisdom concerning research. Their rationale for this recommendation was 
that these researchers found many of the participants in their study reported benefitting 
from mentoring relationships that attended to the informal aspects of mentoring including 




Lack of Mentorship  
Researchers identified the lack of mentorship as a significant barrier for female 
and African American counselor educators in obtaining faculty positions, feeling 
supported, and completing doctoral degrees (Hipolito-Delgado et al., 2017; Protivnak & 
Foss, 2009). Female counselor educators reported they had to actively seek out mentoring 
relationships more often than their male counterparts (Park et al., 2017; Protivnak & Foss 
2009). African American participants in Miller and Stone’s (2011) study reported 
mentorship was a positive factor in promoting self-confidence, giving lectures, and 
presenting at regional conferences. These respondents shared that they did not know 
working in academia was an option until they met a faculty member of color who also 
served as their mentor (Miller & Stone, 2011). Brinson and Kottler (1993) supported the 
continuation of mentoring once a program hires an African American CES graduate as a 
counselor educator. These researchers asserted having a mentoring relationship with a 
senior faculty member helped the new faculty member form realistic career goals and 
assisted in helping the mentee achieve professional success (Brinson & Kottler, 1993). 
Helping Manage Internal and External Challenges 
Milsom and Moran (2015) studied how counselors transitioned to counselor 
educator. These researchers interviewed school counselors who obtained a doctoral 
degree and became a counselor educator. Themes that emerged from this study suggested 
counselor educators should focus on the internal and external influences that affect both 
work and home environments (Milsom & Moran, 2015). Participants reported having 
trouble managing their time, having financial, familial, and social lifestyle changes, as 
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well as having problems adjusting to unclear job expectations (Milsom & Moran, 2015). 
Niles et al. (2001) addressed these same internal and external struggles when they 
reported all of the 14 counselor educators who served as mentors and participated in their 
study would tell newly hired faculty to obtain a mentor who is willing to discuss both the 
professional and personal challenges that come with being a counselor educator. 
Participants in Niles et al.’s (2001) study reported spending most of their mentoring hours 
helping mentees balance their time, overcome obstacles, and cope with multiple life 
roles. These counselor educators serving as mentors also recommended the use of 
multiple teaching methods, adapting a student-centered approach in the classroom, and 
staying current on the literature (Niles et al., 2001). Thus, underscoring the importance of 
studying mentorship, race, and career choice.  
Ideal Mentorship 
The mentee’s expectations of a formal mentoring relationship often determine the 
success of the relationship (Finkelstein & n, 2010). Many times, the characteristics of the 
people delivering the mentorship influence the mentee’s perception of the mentoring 
relationship (Finkelstein & Poteet, 2010). For instance, Bailey et al.’s (2016) findings 
suggested that the ideal mentor is understanding, role modeled good behavior, and has 
strong ethical values. Lazovsky and Shimoni (2007) found counselor educators out on 
internship wanted their mentor to be well-educated, highly effective, established in their 
career, and professional. Mentees wanted mentors to give them the opportunity to express 
their perceptions and opinions and have a good attitude toward mentoring new mentees. 
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Like many others, Prouty et al. (2015) found ideal mentorship of clinicians fell under four 
domains: psychosocial, career-focused, research focused, and clinical mentorship.  
Prouty et al. (2015) used the findings from years of research to create the MiCTS 
which assesses mentors under the various positive attributes associated with ideal 
mentors. Positive attributes of ideal mentors who took a psychosocial approach included 
establishing a sense of safety and trust, encouraged the mentee to adopt a positive attitude 
toward achieving goals, increased the mentee’s self-image, provided emotional support 
and counseling, was accepting and friendly, confirmed the mentee’s competence, and 
treated the mentee as a colleague (Prouty et al., 2015). Ideal mentor qualities under the 
career domain involved assisting mentee’s in understanding the political workings of the 
organization, increasing mentee’s professional visibility, assisting the mentee in the 
establishing professional networks, being a role model in how to build a professional 
name, helping the mentee find an internship, assisting the mentee in finding a job after 
graduation, providing or encouraging the mentee to do professional networking and 
providing professional opportunities to the mentee (Prouty et al., 2015).  
A clinical ideal mentor attributes involved helping the mentee develop academic, 
clinical, or research skills, helped the mentee develop personal ethics and professional 
values, challenged the mentee to try new clinical theories or techniques in therapy, served 
as a role-model who built a theory of therapy congruent with who the mentee was, role-
modeled how the mentee might handle a situation, taught the mentee clinical skills, and 
offered guidance on getting through the clinical program. Ideal research mentors served 
as a role model in how to build a research track, collaborated with the mentee on 
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research, collaborated with the mentee on a publication and encouraged the mentee to 
publish (Prouty et al., 2015).  
Research Mentorship 
Similar to previous findings, counselor educators who transitioned from being a 
school counselor and partook in Milsom and Moran’s (2015) study indicated they wanted 
more information and support with designing and implementing research studies. These 
participants stated even just thinking about implementing a research project caused them 
great stress as they transitioned from being a school counselor to counselor educator 
(Milsom & Moran, 2015). Participants in Niles et al.’s (2001) study also addressed this 
request for more guidance on research design and implementation by finding mentees 
were more likely to engage in research if their mentor took a disciplined, focused, and 
collaborative approach to research. Therefore, mentors serve a critical role in the 
successes and failures of CES students as well as counselors-in-training. These findings 
also highlight the importance of questioning students’ experiences with mentorship and 
research; both of which are captured in the MiCTS. 
Mentor Affiliation 
Many counselor education administrators are assigning mentors to students 
through formal mentoring programs. However, students are also seeking out more 
informal mentoring relationships with other faculty members to whom they feel 
connected to or have similar personalities and career interests (Boswell et al., 2015). 
Other students reported having supervisors who were mentors, former faculty 
(undergraduate or graduate faculty), or internship seminar leaders as supervisors 
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(Gadbois & Graham, 2012). Another trend happening in counselor education is to assign 
CES students with a more senior peer mentor (Hunt & Gilmore, 2011). Participants in 
Hunt and Gilmore’s (2011) study reported significant gains in teaching abilities when 
they had a peer mentor. Other programs are having CES students mentor master’s level 
counselors in training (Benishek et al., 2004). No matter the affiliation, ACES urges CES 
and master’s level counseling program administrators to create mentoring opportunities 
and specifically urges these mentoring relationships to focus on conducting research 
(Borders et al., 2012).  
Solutions from Allied Health Professions 
 Other professions also face a shortage of qualified individuals and faculty to teach 
them. One way the field of nursing combated the shortage of nursing applicants was to 
have nurse educators and admissions representatives attend community gatherings in 
which they introduced the field of nursing to participants of all ages (Lauver et al., 2011). 
Participants of this program eventually expressed an interest in nursing as a career and 
many ended up enrolling in a nursing program (Lauver et al., 2011). Ironically, doctoral 
students of color who were participants in Miller and Stone’s (2011) study also urged 
counselor educators to encourage students in high school to enter the helping profession 
and consider becoming a counselor educator. Highlighting positive aspects of a career 
may spark interest even in people who are already established in a career if the field they 
are currently employed in is not a good fit for them (Zopiatis et al., 2017). Denault et al. 
(2019) encouraged students to engage in extra-curricular experiences related to various 
professions as a way to spark an interest in the profession. These researchers found 
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engagement in extracurricular activities increased a student’s vocational exploration 
which in turn decreased their career indecisiveness (Denault et al., 2019).    
A Variety of Career Options 
Yahanpath et al. (2013) proposed one way for career counselors to address career 
indecisiveness is to have the client consider a degree that provides them with options. 
Therefore, people may deduce that the CES degree would be a viable option for 
individuals who want to enter the helping profession because students receive training in 
a variety of areas and CES faculty engage in diverse professional roles. Knowing the 
CES degree offers various professional options, Protivnak and Foss (2009) urged 
counselor educators to share their interests, motivations, and professional endeavors with 
students because sharing these career decision processes will strengthen the degree of 
academic success among student recipients. Similarly, Milsom and Moran (2015) 
recommended that counselor educators tell students about their work experiences, the 
various types of events they engage in, and how they supplement their salaries. These 
researchers also discussed how students reported positive gains from engaging in extra-
curricular activities but warned counselor educators not to hold these events during 
daytime hours because many doctoral students, especially those who are school 
counselors, work during the day and may miss these learning and bonding opportunities 






Support Groups and Social Justice Activities  
Faculty in counseling programs can increase student retention rates by creating a 
doctoral student support group (Dollarhide et al., 2013). More specifically, when students 
perceived they matter, they were more likely to persist and complete their degrees (Tinto, 
2017). Schlossberg (1989) coined the phrases marginality and mattering in reference to 
how students feel about themselves in relation to the campus climate. Marginality refers 
to a feeling of not being cared for or not feeling a sense of connection with peers or 
someone at the institution. Mattering refers to a students’ perception that they fit in at the 
school, are significant, and feel a sense of being needed (Schlossberg, 1989).  
Peer support groups for minority students often resulted in positive retention rates 
because individuals felt connected and supported (Benishek et al., 2004). For instance, 
Benisheck et al. (2004) found mentors increased feelings of connectedness among 
mentees who experienced marginalization in academia by providing them with a forum to 
express themselves and feel heard. Another way to retain diverse students is to 
incorporate social justice work into the curriculum because Dollarhide et al. (2018) found 
social justice work increased resiliency for African American CES students. 
Mentor Others 
Many researchers have supported the creation of a mentoring program for 
doctoral students. For instance, Murdock et al., (2013) found doctoral students who 
mentored master’s-level students reported higher levels of professional identity, 
strengthened leadership skills, and stronger relationships with other professionals. 
Therefore, being a mentor positively influenced scholarly productivity as well as 
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satisfaction with the educational program (Murdock et al., 2001). Each of these 
characteristics noted by Murdock et al. (2001) are captured within the MiCTS and I can 
analyze how each of these variables relates to career choice as well as race.  
Research Mentoring Model 
Faculty looking for a more guided approach to mentoring may find Nolte et al.’s 
(2015) research mentoring model (RMM) a helpful tool. Nolte et al. (2015) created the 
RMM for faculty who wanted to mentor doctoral students in identifying research topics, 
creating a research identity, and increasing skills in conducting research. The framework 
behind this model suggested faculty create experiences in research that lead to an 
increased sense of community (Nolte et al., 2015). Doctoral students who had mentors 
who followed the RMM reported they developed a researcher identity, increased 
researcher self-efficacy levels, were more motivated to conduct research, as well as felt 
comfortable initiating opportunities to gain support from peers and faculty (Nolte et al., 
2015). These participants shared the importance of feeling a sense of being a part of a 
research community by stating feeling connected to peers and faculty was critical to their 
mentoring experiences and eventually led to them becoming a researcher.  
Participants in both Miller and Stone’s (2011) and Hipolito-Delgado et al. (2017) 
study suggested programs make a sincere and realistic commitment to diversity by 
offering mentoring and advising to students, establishing support networks for students of 
color, making sure all textbooks incorporate multicultural aspects, and creating space and 
opportunities for family and community gatherings. Participants in this study believed 
mentorship was a positive factor for promoting overall self-confidence and self-esteem 
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that results in people engaging more in networking opportunities, giving lectures, and 
attending regional conferences (Miller & Stone, 2011).  
Demographics 
 The needs of the mentees vary by age (Neale et al., 2018), gender (Zhang et al., 
2019; Protivnak & Foss, 2009), and race (Brown & Grothaus, 2019). Other researchers 
identified not including demographic variables as a limitation of their study or suggested 
researchers include these variables in future studies (Hinke et al., 2017; Milsom & 
Moran, 2015). Hipolito-Delgado et al., (2017) reinforced the importance of having 
diversity related aspects be taken into consideration in counselor education as it relates to 
clients, future students, service to communities, and all other aspects of increasing 
diversity among counselor education. Hipolito-Delgado et al. stated counselors can better 
serve communities by providing counselors who look like their clients. Lastly, overall 
self-efficacy levels of counselors and counselor educators strengthen as counselors-in-
training and CES students’ progress in their program (Lambie & Vaccaro, 2010). 
Therefore, it is imperative to capture a person’s age, gender, sexuality, and minority 
status (Gottfredson, 1983; Schneider & Dimito, 2010).  
Age  
According to the U.S. Census Bureau (2017), the average age of male counselors 
in the workforce is 42.9 and of female Counselors is 41.3. The only age group in which 
male counselors outnumbered the number of females was between the ages of 75 and 80 
(U.S. Census Bureau, 2017). Most counselors fall between the ages of 25 and 38 and the 
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two most common ages for females represented in this study was 26 (19,400) and 37 
(19,300; U.S. Census Bureau, 2017). 
Age is an important variable to consider when analyzing the predictability of 
career choice because participants in Walker and Peterson (2017) study reported making 
career decisions based on how many years they believed they could devote themselves to 
a career. Karaoulani et al. (2017) found that the older a counselor was, combined with the 
amount of time they were out of work, negatively correlated with their beliefs about their 
knowledge, skills, and abilities to function as a counselor and led many of the older 
participants who were out of work to consider professions outside of counseling. 
Counselors between the ages of 30 and 39 years old reported the highest rates of self-
efficacy among all age groups (Lam et al., 2013). The high self-efficacy rates of this age 
group are important because many researchers reported self-efficacy levels determine 
career choice (Conklin et al., 2013; Connolly et al., 2018; Ponnock et al., 2018).  
Age was also a significant predictor of counselor educators reported satisfaction 
as a faculty member (Neale, et al., 2018). Neale et al. (2018) found middle-aged 
counselor educators between the ages of 35 and 50 were the least satisfied with their 
faculty position compared to all other age groups. It is important to consider satisfaction 
levels because Jeong and Choi (2017) found satisfaction and perceived satisfaction were 
predictors of career choice. Neale et al. also found age was a predictor of counselor 
educator’s satisfaction levels. These researchers found work to family enrichment, 
support from colleagues, and number of children under age six were significant 
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predictors of counselor educator’s satisfaction with their faculty position (Neale et al., 
2018).  
Hartwig and Van Overschelde (2016) found that age was negatively associated 
with scores on the National Counselor Exam (NCE) and Counselor Preparation 
Comprehensive Examination (CPCE). This finding could be explained by the challenges 
older adults face when going back to school (Kara et al., 2019), and reiterates the need 
for mentorship experiences that mitigate the difficulties experienced by students by 
offering support and resources (Conklin et al., 2013), and could explain why some 
graduates do not enter into the field of counselor education. For instance, people chose a 
career they believe they will be successful in when performing tasks related to the job 
(Kaminsky & Behrend, 2015). Counselors-in-training may interpret low scores on the 
NCE and CPCE as areas they are deficient in which may lead them to feel insecure about 
teaching others in those areas.  
Age of students is also a factor in graduation persistence (Hartwig & Van 
Overschelde, 2016). For instance, the American Council on Education (2015) found older 
adults reported having to care for others, experienced personal and family illnesses, had 
outside work obligations, experienced lack of time, inadequate technology competence, 
inadequate support services, and had difficulty financing their education. All of these 
issues were barriers for older adults obtaining optimal performance in a graduate 
program. Similarly, Hartwig and Van Overschelde (2016) also reported student academic 
performance on the Graduate Record Examination and university Grade Point Average 
positively predicted CPCE total and content domain scores. These researchers suggested 
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researchers investigate if there is a link between how intelligent a person believes they 
are and their scores on the NCE and CPCE and career choice (Hartwig & Van 
Overschelde).  
Neale et al.’s (2018) finding also supported previous findings that mentoring 
needs of counselor educators vary by age (Boswell et al., 2015). Nate (2015) found 
female counselor educators aged between 40 and 50 reported a stronger alignment with 
many of the views associated with social advocacy than any other age group. Previous 
researchers found counselor educators who reported having the ability to engage in social 
advocacy also reported higher occupational satisfaction and having more resiliency traits 
than those who reported having little to no opportunities to engage in social change 
projects (Dollarhide et al., 2018).  
Race 
According to the National Center for Education Statistics of the total 1.5 million 
faculty teaching at postsecondary institutions in 2017, 41% identified as Caucasian 
males, 35% as Caucasian females, 6% as Asian or Pacific Islander males, 5% as Asian or 
Pacific Islander females, and 3% as Black males, Black females, Hispanic males, and 
Hispanic females. Only 1% of full-time faculty identified as American Indian or Alaska 
Native or having two or more races (NCES, 2017). Only 25.6% of the CES faculty 
reporting to CACREP in 2015 identified as ethnic minorities (Myers, 2016). According to 
the CACREP (2017), 74% of full-time faculty working in accredited counselor education 
programs in 2016 were Caucasian and 61% were female. Lam et al. (2013) found that 
Asian and Caucasian students generally reported lower counseling self-efficacy means in 
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all areas than other ethnic groups in the sample. This finding is important because many 
researchers found self-efficacy predicted career choice (Connolly et al., 2018; Conklin et 
al., 2013; Ponnock et al., 2018).  
Nearly 71% of counselors identify as Caucasian, with the second most common 
race being Black (19.8%; NCES, 2017). Researchers found racial differences among 
counselors receiving mentorship also reporting higher levels of self-efficacy (Miller & 
Stone, 2011). For instance, Miller and Stone (2011) found Black males were inspired to 
enter the field of counselor education if they were exposed to a faculty member of color 
and that their mentor was often the person who initiated contact with a Black counselor 
educator. Males in this study reported tangible gains from being mentored (networking, 
giving lectures, and presenting at regional conferences) whereas females reported 
personal gains (increase self-confidence and working through personal conflicts). Black 
male mentees also have different needs of their mentors than Caucasian mentees with 
Black males requiring higher levels of trust from their mentoring relationship (Brown & 
Grothaus, 2019).  
Hardie (2015) found Black males who held conservative gender role stereotypes 
and had high educational aspirations were less likely to enter the female-dominated 
counseling field. This finding is important because the majority of counselors and 
counselor educators are female and many people associate the counseling profession with 
stereotypical female traits (Barth et al., 2015). Black male counselor educators differed 
on their reasons for staying in the field of counselor education. For instance, Brooks and 
Steen (2010) found the most significant reason why Black males reported remaining 
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within the field of counselor education was due to their engagement in social advocacy 
projects. Therefore, race is a variable worth considering when analyzing mentorship and 
career choice.  
Gender 
Seventy-three percent of counselors are female, making them the more common 
gender in the occupation. Hardie (2015) found males were more likely to enter a female-
dominated profession if they also reported having a lot of female friends, if their parents 
obtained a bachelor’s degree, and if the profession was projected to have a high growth 
rate; Which the U.S. Census Bureau (2017) predicts a 20% increase in counseling jobs 
over the next 5-10 years.  
According to Coaston and Cook, (2017) burnout encompasses feelings of 
exhaustion, cynicism, and professional inefficacy. These researchers found female 
counselor educators reported feeling exhausted which led to them feeling burnt out (N = 
64), whereas males in this study scored higher on cynicism scales than females and 
reported thinking about leaving the counselor educator profession more often than 
females (Coaston & Cook, 2017). One possible explanation for this difference is that 
females reported higher levels of professional efficacy and used their mentors for 
personal concerns more often than males (Coaston & Cook, 2017). These findings are 
important and relate to the different ways males and females use their mentor; especially 
because many researchers found mentorship may lessen the mentees feelings of 
exhaustion by offering both personal and professional support (Boswell et al., 2015; 
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Hipolito-Delgado et al., 2017). Therefore, it is imperative to collect data on the gender 
differences between career choices and experiences with mentorship.  
For instance, Zhang et al. (2019) and Protivnak and Foss (2009) found females 
sought mentoring relationships and incorporated psychosocial assistance from their 
mentors more often than males. It is also important to consider the gender of the mentee 
as well as mentor. For instance, CES doctoral participants in Boswell et al.’s (2015) study 
reported the gender of their mentor was the quality that superseded all other qualities 
when choosing a mentor (Boswell et al., 2015). Other researchers found post-graduate 
females were less interested in obtaining a research-focused academic position than men 
and explained these results by sharing Moss-Racusin et al. (2012) findings that mentors 
provided career guidance to post-graduates in different ways to males and females 
(McConnell et al., 2018). 
Also, male pre-tenured faculty were two times more likely to have a mentor than 
female pre-tenured faculty (Blood et al., 2011). Blood et al. (2011) found 52% of female 
pre-tenured faculty identified their mentor had not provided them with adequate 
mentorship in developing and achieving career goals and negotiation skills. These 
researchers also highlighted female mentees wanted more direction from their mentor on 
how to balance work-life issues (Blood et al., 2011).  
Hartwig and Van Overschelde (2016) found men scored reliably lower on the 
professional orientation portions of the NCE and CPCE. This finding is important 
because previous researchers found female students scored higher than male students 
after four years in a professional program on a measure of moral motivation (You et al., 
96 
 
2011). You et al. (2011) suggested that women may develop a stronger sense of 
professional accountability toward their clients, peers, and society during their 
professional education course.  
In turn, professional accountability influenced the career decisions of students 
serving in health systems (Reeve et al., 2017). Many of the students in Reeve et al.’s 
(2017) study reported they had a desire to serve the underserved if their program stressed 
the importance of working in disadvantaged communities. These findings relate to my 
study because all counselor educators attending a CACREP accredited doctoral program 
come from counseling programs (Hinkle et al., 2017). Therefore, many counselors, 
especially female counselors, may not choose to become a counselor educator because 
they were sent the message to serve the underserved and believe counselor educators 
serve privileged students.  
Near Graduation 
Hinkle et al. (2017) found a discrepancy between CES doctoral students’ 
motivation for entering a CES program and their intended career. These researchers 
urged researchers to explore the reasons for this discrepancy in more detail (Hinkle et al., 
2017). Therefore, my study could fill the gap mentioned by Hinkle et al. (2017) by asking 
questions pertaining to desired career choice when entering and graduating from a 
CACREP accredited CES program. Many researchers found that the self-efficacy levels 
of CES students increased as they progressed in their doctoral program (Dollarhide et al., 
2013; Kuo et al., 2017; Lambie & Vaccaro, 2010).  
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In his theories, Bandura (1997) posited that mentors positively influenced the 
mentee’s self-efficacy levels. People were more likely to enter a field if they reported 
high self-efficacy levels associated with job tasks related to that field (Bandura, 1997; 
Strapp et al., 2018). Lastly, it is important to consider the CES student’s year in their 
program because the more time a student is enrolled in a program the higher the 
probability that they have received mentorship.  
Related Studies 
 Few researchers have reported on the effects of the mentoring relationships within 
the counseling profession (Briggs & Pehrsson, 2008; Hinkle et al., 2017; Woo et al., 
2017). Even fewer researchers have conducted studies on mentorship within the field of 
CES (Briggs & Pehrsson, 2008; Prouty et al., 2016). In fact, many researchers identified 
the lack of knowing how mentorship influences doctoral students, especially CES 
students, as a detriment to the field (Briggs & Pehrsson, 2008; Hinkle et al., 2017) and 
the reason many researchers needed to both create assessments for capturing the specific 
needs of CES students (Briggs & Pehrsson, 2008) and get creative in assessing career 
choices associated with the CES degree (Hinkle et al., 2017). In the section below, I 
critique the few studies researchers conducted on CES students, discuss how these studies 
informed my design, as well as state how I will overcome at least one of the limitations 
outlined by the researchers in my study.  
 After conducting a pilot test, Hinkle et al. (2017) assessed 25 female and 10 male 
participants’ motivation to pursue a CES doctoral degree using Q-methodology. In the 
sample, 25 identified as Caucasian, five African American, three Latino, one American 
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Indian, and one Italian. Participants identified their professional roles as counselor 
educator (n = 14), counselor educator or clinician (n = 9), student (n = 8), student 
clinician (n = 3), and clinician (n = 1). Hinkle et al. asked: (a) “When in your life did you 
decide to pursue a doctorate in CES, why did you choose a doctorate in this area; (b) 
What do you believe were the most influential experiences that led you to this decision; 
How did this motivate you; (c) What were the main things you hoped to get from your 
doctoral studies; (d) What does having a doctorate in CES mean to you; (e) Is there 
anything else that you wish for us to know about your decision to pursue doctoral work in 
CES” (pg. 6).  
Participants sorted the 43 statements on a semi-normal distribution ranging from 
“4” (Most like my motivations for pursuing a doctorate in CES) to “-4” (Most unlike my 
motivations for pursuing a doctorate in CES). The most commonly mentioned motivation 
for entering a CES program was to attain professional goals. Limitations to this study 
included a non-diverse sample that predominantly consisted of doctoral students who had 
to retroactively rely on their original motivation for entering the CES program (Hinkle et 
al., 2017). Not only are Hinkle et al.’s (2017) findings pertinent to my study, but it was  
suggested that researchers should focus future studies on how faculty mentors influence 
students’ motivation to enter a specific career after graduation or how counselor 
educators influence the motivations of counselors-in-training to enter a CES program. 
Therefore, I addressed Hinkle et al.’s (2017) suggestion for future research by 
investigating how mentorship predicts career choice.  
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 Similarly, Woo et al. (2017) investigated the career intentions of CES students. 
The 97 female and 35 male CES students filled out the brief survey with demographic 
questions and career intention questions as well as completed the Vocational Outcome 
Expectations-Revised (VOE-R; Metheny et al., 2008). Their sample included six 
participants who identified as Asian or Pacific Islander, eight who identified as Asian 
American, 24 as Black, nine as Hispanic, 79 as Caucasian, and six identified as others. 
There were twenty-four first-year students, 28 second-year students, 41 third-year 
students, 20 fourth-year students, 13 fifth-year students, four sixth-year students, and two 
students who identified as “other” who participated in their study. 
 Male participants chose geographic location, salary, and collegial relationship as 
the most important variables, whereas female participants selected geographic location, 
family need, and work conditions as the most critical variables in making a career choice. 
While 80% of participants reported their career intention was to become a counselor 
educator, these researchers demonstrated how their findings are drastically inconsistent 
with previous findings and urged researchers to further explore career intention of CES 
students upon entering and graduating from CES programs.  
In particular, these researchers suggested CES students may not fully understand 
faculty roles, might get deterred to enter the field of academia after completing their 
dissertation because they overestimated research requirements, or that they felt as if they 
do not meet the counseling program’s hiring requirements (Woo et al., 2017). Woo et 
al.’s (2017) study highlighted the importance of career choice upon entering a CES 
program, what field the CES student intended to enter upon graduation, as well as 
100 
 
highlighted the importance of including recent graduates in future studies to see if there 
was a difference between career intention and the field the graduate entered into post-
graduation. All of these aspects were embedded within my study.  
Woo et al. (2017) identified that students may not fully understand faculty roles. 
Often when people do not fully understand a concept, they rely on previous schemas 
(Corey, 2019). Austin et al. (2010) and Reed et al. (2001) found a strong correlation 
between dysfunctional career thoughts and career indecisiveness. Career indecisiveness is 
often caused by a lack of information about a career and is a critical factor to address in 
this study because researchers have linked career indecisiveness to poor emotional 
intelligence, fear to take on new job related tasks, low job satisfaction, overall low self-
efficacy levels, perceived employability, and identified it as a predictor of career success, 
career risk-taking, and career adaptability (Coetzee & Harry, 2014; De Haro García & 
Castejón Costa, 2014; Di Fabio & Kenny, 2015; Harry, 2017; Sidiropoulou-Dimakakouet 
al., 2012). Many researchers found that mentors addressed dysfunctional career thoughts 
(Carpenter et al., 2015; Hinkle et al., 2017; Wilde et al., 2015) which provided a basis for 
my present investigation into the predictive value of mentorship on career choice. My 
hypothesis was that mentors can discredit students’ dysfunctional career thoughts and 
assist CES students in their decision to enter academic roles.  
Another factor highly relevant to this study was dysfunctional career thoughts. 
Dysfunctional beliefs about a career negatively influence a person’s ability to make a 
career decision (Sidiropoulou-Dimakakou et al., 2012). Sidiropoulou-Dimakakou et al. 
(2012) found self-efficacy moderated the relationship between dysfunctional career 
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thoughts and career indecisiveness (Sidiropoulou-Dimakakou et al., 2012). For instance, 
Sidiropoulou-Dimakakou et al. (2012) found that people who exhibited high levels of 
self-confidence and determination also reported few to no difficulties when making a 
career decision.  
These researchers also found that students who had some form of career 
experience in their intended career field reported feeling that they had sufficient 
information to make a career decision, were self-aware, understood the career decision 
making process, and knew ways of obtaining additional information about careers 
(Sidiropoulou-Dimakakou et al., 2012). All of the characteristics of successful students in 
Sidiropoulou-Dimakakou et al.’s (2012) study were attributes positively associated with 
having a mentor (Black et al., 2004; Boswell et al., 2015). I chose the MiCTS as my 
instrument because this scale captured both the actual and ideal characteristics of the 
mentoring relationship, and also captured aspects of self-efficacy, and career guidance 
given to the student via their mentor.  
Summary and Conclusions 
 In this section I identified the demographic differences that exist among how CES 
students and counselors-in-training make career decisions, how faculty influence 
counselors-in-training and CES students’ perceptions of academic careers and 
summarized the many positive gains from receiving mentorship. I made the connection 
between self-efficacy, career decision making, and mentorship while highlighting 
demographic variables and attended to Bandura’s SCCT, Gottfredson’s theory of career 
circumscription, as well as Kram’s theory on mentorship. I also discussed the need for 
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CES graduates from CACREP accredited programs to fill open faculty positions, the lack 
of diversity among CES graduates, as well as why creating a diverse student body and 
faculty is critical for the profession and society at large.  
 However, what is not known is if the perceived quality of the mentoring 
relationship specifically predicts a CES student’s career choice or a career choice change 
as well as if CES students from specific age, gender, and racial backgrounds value 
different ideal qualities in a mentoring relationship. In fact, Woo et al. (2017) identified 
the lack of knowledge surrounding CES students career decision making as a major 
concern for researchers interested in addressing the lack of counselor educators. These 
researchers questioned if CES students know about the 25% of counselor educators due 
to retire within the next ten years or if they fully understood the benefits of holding a 
counselor educator position (Woo et al., 2017). Many researchers posited that faculty 
mentoring relationships are the key to understanding these unanswered questions about 
CES students’ knowledge of the counseling profession (Bodenhorn et al., 2014; Farmer et 
al., 2017; Hinkle et al., 2017; Isaacs & Sabella, 2013; Woo et al. 2017).  
What is also unknown is how CES students perceive faculty tasks and roles 
(Michel et al., 2013; Milsom & Moran, 2015) and what the misalignment is between the 
tasks faculty actually engage in and what CES students believe they engage in. We only 
know a discrepancy exists because many researchers found explaining faculty roles to 
their CES student mentee and newly appointed faculty mentees as the task they spent the 
most amount of time on (Carpenter et al., 2015; Hinkle et al., 2017; Wilde et al., 2015). 
Researchers have made many assumptions about why CES students may not want to 
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enter the world of academia such as low researcher self-efficacy, lack of competence in 
gatekeeping strategies, and salary, but none of these assumptions have been fully 
explored and few were quantitatively evaluated. While I did not investigate perceptions 
of faculty roles, I did collect data on attributes of ideal mentors that address faculty roles.  
 This study provided insight into whether the perceived quality of the mentoring 
relationship can predict the career decisions or career choice changes of CES students. 
This study also provided the demographic attributes of the participants being mentored 
and attributes of those who entered into faculty positions. I used the MiCTS which 
produced results that allow for quantitative exploration into the various aspects of the 
mentoring relationship as predictors of career choice after graduation. I chose the MiCTS 
because this assessment captured many of the predictor variables outlined by Bandura, 
Gottfredson, and Kram.  
I also took demographic variables into consideration because there is a severe lack 
of diversity among counselor educators and demographic information may help counselor 
educators customize mentoring relationships across gender, age, and race. However, I did 
not provide depth into the perceptions CES students have about faculty positions, specific 
ways in which their mentor influenced their career decisions, nor did this study capture 
students who did not persist to graduation. After an exhaustive literature review, I could 
not find any research that explored factors related to CES career choices and the role of 
quality mentorship. Therefore, I filled a gap in the research by examining factors related 




Chapter 3: Research Method 
My purpose for this quantitative study was to explore the perceived quality of 
participants’ mentoring relationships as measured by the MiCTS and whether that score 
then predicted the participant’s career choices or a change in career choice. I also 
investigated whether students’ demographic variables of race, age, or gender influenced 
the perceived quality of the mentoring relationship. Finally, I described qualities 
identified as essential qualities of an ideal mentor across the participant’s age, gender, 
and race. 
I used binomial logistic regression (BLR) to assess whether the perceived quality 
of the mentoring relationship experienced by CES students predicted their career choice 
(i.e., faculty vs. non-faculty) as well as if the perceived quality of the mentoring 
relationship predicted a participant’s career choice change (i.e., yes or no). I also used a 
series of three separate ANOVAs to assess if CES students’ demographics of race, age, or 
gender influenced their perceived quality of the mentoring relationship. I ran each of 
these analyses independent of the other. Lastly, I used descriptive statistics to describe 
what the qualities of ideal mentors were across participants’ age, gender, and race. In 
Chapter 3, I provide more detailed information about the methodology of this study. I 
describe the design, the population, and sampling procedures. I also provide in-depth 
information on the instrument (MiCTS), the ways I will analyze the data, potential threats 
to the validity of this study, and possible ethical issues. Data from this study might 
contribute to the limited research on CES student career decision making.  
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Research Design and Rationale 
 In this correlational research design using survey research, I used an online survey 
to collect my data. I then used binomial logistic regression to determine if CES students’ 
perceived quality of the mentoring relationship (IV) predicted career choice (DV; RQ1) 
or a career choice change (DV; RQ3). I used a series of three ANOVAs to analyze the 
independent relationships between a CES student’s age (IV) and their perceived quality 
of the mentoring relationship, race (IV) and their perceived quality of the mentoring 
relationship, and gender (IV) and their perceived quality of the mentoring relationship 
(DV; RQ2). Lastly, for RQ4, I used descriptive statistics to describe what qualities CES 
students assigned as essential qualities of ideal mentors (DV) across participants’ age 
(IV), gender (IV), and race (IV).  
I chose to quantitatively assess these variables because an overwhelming number 
of qualitative researchers concluded there was a saturation in the qualitative data (Briggs 
& Pehrsson, 2008; Hinkle et al., 2017; Woo et al., 2017). These qualitative researchers 
recommended future researchers focus on quantitatively assessing CES student 
mentoring and career choice and suggested these quantitative researchers use variables 
they identified in their qualitative studies (Briggs & Pehrsson, 2008; Hinkle et al., 2017; 
Woo et al., 2017). I used a survey to quantitatively assess CES student demographics 
(See Appendix A), perceived quality of the mentoring relationship, ideal qualities in a 
mentor, and career choice because surveys help researchers obtain the large sample size 
required for quantitative analysis (Frankfort-Nachmias et al., 2015). 
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Researchers use binomial logistic regression when trying to predict the probability 
that a participant falls into a specific group (Sheperis et al., 2010). In particular, 
researchers use binomial logistic regression when they are trying to identify a factor 
among the independent variables that can predict the odds of a person belonging to a 
particular dichotomous group (the DV; Sheperis et al., 2010). This was an appropriate 
design for my RQ1 (i.e., Does the perceived quality of the mentoring relationship, as 
indicated by the scores on the MiCTS, that capture actual experiences with mentorship, 
predict career choice of CES students upon graduation) and RQ3 (Does perceived quality 
of the mentoring relationship (IV), as measured by the scores on the MiCTS that capture 
actual experiences with mentorship, predict CES students’ career change (DV) as 
measured by the career change question on the demographic questionnaire), because the 
purpose of this study was to evaluate whether the perceived quality of the mentoring 
relationship (IV; continuous variable) predicted CES student career choice (dichotomous: 
faculty vs. non-faculty) or a career choice change (dichotomous: yes vs. no).  
Therefore, I used binomial logistic regression to analyze if the perceived quality 
of the mentoring relationship (IV), as indicated by the scores on the MiCTS (continuous 
variable) that captured actual experiences with mentorship, predicted career choice (DV) 
as indicated by faculty or non-faculty (dichotomous) responses (RQ1). I also used 
binomial logistic regression to analyze if the perceived quality of the mentoring 
relationship (IV) as measured by the MiCTS scores that captured actual experiences with 
mentorship predicted a CES students’ career change (DV) as measured by the career 
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change question on the demographic questionnaire (RQ3). I used the sum of the total 
scores on a participant’s MiCTS scores for their actual experiences with a mentor.  
The actual scores on the MiCTS are continuous and numerical. I used these scores 
to assess whether they predicted a participant’s career choice (RQ1) or a career choice 
change (RQ3). For RQ1, I captured career choice by using the question I added to the 
demographic questionnaire (What is the primary position you want or wanted to obtain 
upon graduating the CES doctoral program?). The career choice questions were 
categorical in nature (i.e., full-time faculty, adjunct, clinical leader, clinical counselor, 
supervisor, researcher). However, I divided the categorical career choices into faculty 
(i.e., full-time faculty and adjunct) versus non-faculty positions (i.e., clinical leader or 
administrator, clinical or counselor, supervisor for licensure, researcher, post-doctoral 
opportunities, advocacy, or other). For RQ3, I captured career choice change by asking 
participants if their career goals changed over the course of being enrolled as a CES 
student. I provided participants with the dichotomous choice of yes or no. Therefore, I 
met the assumptions of a binomial logistic regression because I had a continuous 
numerical IV (scores on the MiCTS) predicting dichotomous group membership (faculty 
vs. non-faculty; RQ1) or career choice change (yes or no; RQ3).  
I used a series of one-way ANOVAs for RQ2 (i.e., Does race influence CES 
students’ perceived quality of the mentoring relationship, does age influence CES 
students’ perceived quality of the mentoring relationship, and does gender influence CES 
students’ perceived quality of the mentoring relationship) to assess if mentorship varied 
across race (IV), age (IV) or gender (IV). Using a one-way ANOVA allowed me to 
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analyze the relationships between each of the categories found within many of the 
variables accounted for in my study. For example, I looked at the demographic variables 
as they related to the perceived quality of the mentoring relationship and I looked at the 
demographic variables as they related to career choice. Essentially, employing this model 
allowed me to see if the perceived quality of the mentoring relationship varied across 
race, ethnicity, or gender. 
I used descriptive statistics for RQ4 (i.e., Does age influence qualities CES 
students assign as essential of ideal mentors, does gender influence qualities CES 
students assign as essential of ideal mentors, or does race influence qualities CES 
students assign as essential of ideal mentors). I first divided participants into age, gender, 
or racial category. Then I reported which of the 26 attributes participants from that racial 
category rated as being the most essential using frequency tables. I also reported overall 
findings of essential qualities of ideal mentors.  
I captured the independent variables of gender, age, and race for research 
questions two and four through questions on the demographic questionnaire. I used the 
MiCTS to capture the independent variable of the perceived quality of the mentoring 
relationship for research questions one and three. I also used the MiCTS to capture ideal 
mentor qualities (DV) for question four. The MiCTS captures 26 qualities of the 
mentoring relationship. Participants ranked both their actual experiences with a mentor 
and qualities they attributed to an ideal mentor using a 3-point Likert scale with three 
categorical choices for their actual mentorship experiences (i.e., rarely, sometimes, and 
almost always) and three categorical choices for what they see as qualities of their ideal 
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mentoring relationship (i.e., irrelevant, sometimes important, and essential). Therefore, 
participants produced 52 coded responses on the MiCTS (26 actual and 26 ideal aspects 
of mentorship). I captured the dichotomous dependent variable for RQ3 regarding CES 
students’ career choice through a question on the demographic questionnaire (i.e., faculty 
or non-faculty).  
Researchers use a cross-sectional design when gathering data at one point in time 
(Sheperis et al., 2010). Using a cross-sectional survey design allowed me to complete my 
dissertation within an appropriate timeframe, allowed for comparison of multiple 
variables at a specific point in time, and helped establish a baseline. This method was 
also cost effective.  
Time and Resource Constraints 
 I conducted this study within a 12-month period using SPSS 24.0 for data analysis 
and REDCap for data collection. I used the REDCap data management service because 
REDCap is the web application my employer requires faculty to use when collecting, 
analyzing, and storing data. I chose REDCap over Qualtrics because I am very familiar 
with Qualtrics and wanted to increase my knowledge base and familiarize myself with 
the resource used at my work institution so that I would be less reluctant to engage in 
future research at my institution. REDCap is Health Insurance Portability and 
Accountability Act (HIPPA) compliant, free, and fairly easy to navigate (Harris et al., 
2019).  
The MiCTS is a pre-existing instrument that previous researchers found reliable (r 
= .77) and valid (p < .001). Constructs on the MiCTS align with my conceptual 
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framework and my operationalization of constructs. Researchers using online surveys can 
reach participants located in various regions of the U.S., obtain a large sample size, and 
save money and time by not having to input data (Evans & Mathur, 2005). The 
researchers did not charge me for using the MiCTS which eliminated financial costs. I 
used public venues (i.e., Cesnet, Linkedin, Facebook, my university’s participant 
database, state licensing email distribution lists, state counseling email distribution lists, 
contacting CES programs) to access my sample. These strategies also mitigated financial, 
geographical, and time constraints; allowed me to collect data within a short time frame, 
maintain anonymity, and increased the chances of me obtaining participants who went 
into one of the many CES career options. Respondents may not have felt the pressure of 
participating or answering in a specific way because the survey was not associated with 
their institution.  
Advance Knowledge in the Field 
 Many of the researchers who conducted studies on CES student career choices or 
mentoring experiences used a qualitative research design (Bradley & Holcomb-McCoy, 
2004; Dollarhide et al., 2013; Gadbois & Graham, 2012; Groccia et al., 2018; Hinkle et 
al., 2014; Lara et al., 2011) and concluded that the qualitative data on mentorship is 
becoming saturated (Briggs & Pehrsson, 2004; Nolte et al., 2015; Stark et al., 2019). To 
date, no researcher has quantitatively assessed the relationship between CES students’ 
quality of experienced mentorship (i.e., the perceived quality of the mentoring 
relationship), demographics, and career choice. This quantitative study met the rigor that 
Borders et al. (2012) urged counseling professionals to use when conducting research 
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within the counseling profession because I used a quantitative survey research design, the 
MiCTS is a valid and reliable instrument, and my analysis of the variables was 
supervised by various professionals. Also, I used an online survey which allowed me to 
capture a large sample size of respondents from around the U.S.  
Methodology 
I used a binomial logistic regression when analyzing the data for research 
questions one and three and an ANOVA for data related to question two. I reported 
descriptive statistics and the bivariate correlations between the independent variable 
(demographics) and ideal mentor qualities using frequency tables for RQ4. In addition, I 
reported descriptive statistics and the bivariate correlations between each independent 
variable (demographics; the perceived quality of the mentoring relationship) and the 
dependent variables (career choice, essential qualities of an ideal mentor, career choice 
change, and the perceived quality of the mentoring relationship). I also provided an 
assessment of the model’s assumptions, and statistical significance for each pairing. I also 
performed the appropriate correlations between the independent variables of race, age, 
and gender with the dependent variables of career choice, career choice change, and the 
perceived quality of the mentoring relationship. I also tested first level moderation effects 
such as those between race* perceived quality of the mentoring relationship, age* 







My intended targeted population for this study were CES students who were one 
year or less from graduating from a CACREP accredited program and those who have 
already graduated from a CACREP accredited CES program within the past 10 years 
(since 2010). I chose to extend the invitation to participate to CES students who are about 
to graduate and those who have graduated within the past 10 years to increase the 
likelihood of reaching my sample size. I limited my sample to those who have graduated 
within the past 10 years (after 2010) to decrease recall bias and because the majority of 
my study was based on research published within the past ten years. The number of CES 
programs increased by 45% about 10 years ago (Maple et al., 1993; Pace, 2016), and as 
of the 2016 CACREP regulations, faculty must hold a PhD in CES, or a full-time faculty 
position, prior to 2013 in order to teach in a CES CACREP accredited program. 
Therefore, I likely captured most of the graduates from a CACREP accredited CES 
program that met either the 2009 or 2016 CACREP standards. Collecting data on 
intended career choice upon entering and career choice upon graduating helped me 
identify changes in career choice due to mentorship over time (i.e., from enrollment to 
graduation). 
I limited my population to students about to graduate (prior to May 2021) because 
many researchers have found that career choices of CES students changed throughout the 
course of a student’s doctoral program (Hinkle et al., 2017; Lambie & Vacarro, 2011; 
Whiston et al., 2017), that self-efficacy levels increased over the duration of a doctoral 
program which also influenced career choice (Dollarhide et al., 2013; Gadbois & 
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Graham, 2012; Magnuson et al., 2003; Milsom & Moran, 2015; Whiston et al., 2017), 
and the full effects of the mentoring relationship emerged as students got closer to 
graduation because they had engaged in the mentoring relationship for a longer period of 
time (Boswell et al., 2015; Burgess, 2007; Eaton et al., 2015). Lastly, other researchers 
found internships, which take place at the end of a CES student’s doctoral program, 
highly influenced the CES students’ career choice (Hill et al., 2011; Lambie & Vaccaro, 
2011; Lockard et al., 2014). Therefore, I excluded students who were not one-year from 
graduating because they had not engaged in mentorship nor field experiences.  
 According to CACREP’s 2019 annual report, there were 2,917 students enrolled 
in CACREP accredited CES programs and approximately 479 students graduated from 
CES programs in 2018 (CACREP, 2019). Enrollment numbers dipped from 2,668 in 
2016 to 2,561 students enrolled in 2017 with 428 students graduating in 2016 and 379 
students graduating in 2017. Therefore, CACREP graduated 1,286 CES students over the 
last three years which means approximately 428 students graduate each year. The 
CACREP did not publish graduation data for years prior to 2015. Therefore, researchers 
cannot calculate the total population size.  
Sampling and Sampling Procedures 
I used a nonprobability convenience sample for this study. Probability sampling 
was not feasible for this study because I did not have access to, nor could I have 
controlled for, who participated in my study. Respondents self-selected to participate in 
this study by filling out a survey created in REDCap. I invited participants who were 
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about to graduate (within one year) or had already graduated from a CACREP accredited 
CES program within the past 10 years.  
Participants clicked on a link in which the first page that came up identified the 
qualifiers for the survey (i.e., about to graduate prior to May 2021 or have graduated 
within the past 10 years from a CACREP accredited program and have or had a mentor). 
Other inclusion factors were enrollment in or graduated from a CACREP accredited CES 
program fluency in reading English, and legally eligible to give consent. Participants who 
did not meet the criteria were not able to complete the survey and were re-routed to a 
page that thanked them for their interest but informed them that they did not qualify to 
participate in this study.  
I chose to only include graduates of CACREP accredited programs because few 
researchers have reported on non-CACREP accredited CES programs. While PsyD 
programs also face a similar problem with a lack of diversity among their faculty, there 
are too many differences between CES and PsyD program course requirements, career 
intentions, requirements to teach in either program. In addition, the majority of PsyD 
graduates do not go into, nor was the degree created with the focus of, having students 
enter into faculty positions (Karazsia & Smith, 2016).  
On the contrary, the primary reason administrators created the CES degree was to 
produce counselor educators who were fit to teach in master’s and doctoral counseling 
programs. The CACREP also requires faculty who teach in CACREP accredited 
programs to have graduated from a CACREP accredited PhD program unless the faculty 
member held a full-time faculty appointment for at least a year prior to 2013 (Karazsia & 
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Smith, 2016). Despite the growing number of CES students, there is a national shortage 
of CES faculty (Hinkle et al., 2017). Therefore, limiting my sample to participants from 
CACREP programs helped me fulfill my goal for this research study which was to 
provide information as to why many CES graduates were not entering into faculty 
positions.  
I used G*Power to determine the appropriate sample size for the ANOVA. 
G*Power is a power analysis program that researchers use to conduct a broad range of 
statistical tests (Faul et al., 2009). I used a medium effect size of 0.25, a power level of 
.80, and an alpha level of 0.05 which are the standard requirements used among 
researchers in the helping professions (Frankfort-Nachmias & Nachmias, 2000). I found I 
needed 216 participants to conduct an ANOVA.  
An alpha level of 0.05 allowed me to test for Type 1 error with a 95% confidence 
level that I would not reject the null hypothesis when the null is false (Baguley, 2004). A 
power level of .80 allowed me to state that I am 80% sure my findings obtained a 
statistically significant effect; meaning, these same results would be found 8 out of 10 
times if the study was repeatedly conducted. Using a .80 power level is the norm among 
the social sciences where there is not a high cost of reporting a false significance 
(Baguley, 2004).  
Bujang et al. (2018) and van Smeden et al. (2018) supported the use of the 
minimum Events Per Variable (EPV) method for calculating a sample size for a binomial 
logistic regression. These researchers stated the minimum EPV criterion is 50 which 
produces better results. Therefore, the calculation for my study was n-100 + 50i, with “i” 
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being the number of independent variables, which in my case was one for RQ1 (i.e., 
perceived quality of the mentoring relationship) and one for RQ3 (i.e., perceived quality 
of the mentoring relationship) which asks if there was a career choice change. This means 
the estimated sample size could have been 150. However, these researchers stated the 
sample must be split between groups. If the two groups are relatively equal in size, this 
calculation should suffice. However, I would have needed a larger sample size if the two 
groups are unequal. I would have had to stop accepting participants in the over-
represented group and just collect data for the under-represented group. Either way, I 
went with the sample size calculation for the one-way ANOVA which was 216 because 
the estimated sample size for the binomial logistic regression was only 150 which is 
smaller than 216. 
Procedures for Recruitment, Participation, and Data Collection 
I drew a convenience sample by advertising my study on multiple ACA and CES-
related listservs such as CESNET, my university’s participant database, Facebook, state 
licensing boards, Chi Sigma Iota, regional and state specific ACES groups, as well as use 
the CACREP’s database which offers contact information for CACREP accredited 
programs. I also used snowball recruitment by asking my CES peers to take and forward 
the survey link to fellow CES students at other universities. In hopes of obtaining a 
diverse sample, I sent emails to CES program administrators and CACREP liaisons from 
various geographical areas and of Minority Serving Institutions, Historically Black 
Colleges and universities, Hispanic-serving institutions, Asian American and Native 
American Pacific Islander-serving institutions, Tribal Colleges and Universities, and 
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Alaska Native-Serving and Native Hawaiian Serving institutions and asked them to 
distribute information publicizing my study to current students and alumni. I asked 
program liaisons to direct participants who had questions to the appropriate personnel at 
my institution when they forwarded my email because Ridley (2009) found students felt 
coerced when their faculty forwarded them a study they were conducting. I called and 
followed up with program liaisons to make sure they received my email and answered 
any questions.  
 The other ways I attempted to create a diverse sample was to reach out to groups 
whose organizations emphasize diversity, inclusion, and service counselors of color 
(national, state, and local groups), the Association for Counselor Education and 
Supervision (ACES), the Counselors for Social Justice (CSJ), Association for 
Multicultural Counseling Development (AMCD), Association for Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual 
and Transgender Issues in Counseling (ALGBTIC), Military and Government Counseling 
Association (MGCA), and other relevant divisions of the ACA. I chose these groups so 
that my participant pool could encompass counselors who had CES degrees but did not 
necessarily pursue faculty positions. These online avenues encompassed a wide 
geographic area which may have increased the generalizability of the findings and were 
cost-effective and time-efficient (Diaz de Rada., 2015; Fowler, 2014). 
I reached out to state licensing boards in the 50 United States and asked them to 
forward the survey to licensed clinicians because licensure is a common requirement for 
both faculty and clinical positions and students graduating from CES programs could 
have their license. I also reached out to Chi-Sigma Iota representatives and CES student 
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groups at various institutions including alumni groups for CES members. I maintained an 
Excel spreadsheet of the organizations to which I sent an email as well as followed up 
with reminder emails about every 2-3 weeks until I met my sample size.  
It was my intent to offer all participants a $10 amazon gift card as a token of their 
time. I clearly stated in the original informed consent that participants will receive 
information on how to claim the token gift card after successfully submitting the survey. 
As per my university’s policy, all participants earned a $10 gift card for donating their 
time to fill out the survey. However, I had to file a change of procedure with my 
institution’s IRB due to a data breech. I will discuss this in more detail in chapter four.  
As per the suggestion from my university’s institutional review board, I placed 
the compensation for participating in the subject line of my email to participants and 
constituents (personal communication with IRB, May 13th, 2020). It was not possible in 
REDCap to create an anonymous survey while still gathering information for incentives 
(such as collecting email addressing for compensation). Instead, REDCap suggested 
researchers create two surveys. The first survey was done anonymously while the second 
survey collected information required for compensation. The first survey routed straight 
to the second survey. However, the two surveys could not be linked, which kept the first 
survey's data anonymous. Following REDCap’s guidelines ensured confidentiality. 
REDCap only released the email addresses for the gift card survey. I did not foresee 
graduates of doctoral programs violating research ethics and creating new email 
addresses to earn an additional ten dollars. However, I experienced a data breach and had 
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to file a change of procedure and remove the incentive. Therefore, only a certain number 
of participants earned a gift card. I will discuss this in more detail in chapter four.   
Screening Questions  
Upon clicking the link, participants were taken to the first page of the survey 
which had two screening questions, which were my inclusion questions. The first 
screening question was: Did you graduate after 2010 or are about to graduate (i.e., will 
graduate before May 2021) from a CES doctoral program that is CACREP accredited? 
The next screening question was: For the purpose of this study, a mentor is defined as a 
person who is more experienced than you and who engaged in a relationship with you for 
the purpose of helping and developing your career (adapted from Kram, 1985). Keeping 
the following definition of mentor in mind, did you have a mentor while attending your 
CES program? Participants were then prompted with a dichotomous choice of: Yes or 
No. Participants who responded “no” to both or either of these inclusion questions 
received a message stating “Thank you for your offer to participate, but you do not meet 
the qualifications to participate in this survey.”  
Informed Consent 
I built the informed consent process into the REDCap survey. Qualifying 
participants read through the informed consent and clicked a box to indicate they were 
willing to participate in the study. After clicking yes to participating, participants were 
taken to the second page of the survey where I presented the information on the study and 
informed consent. I clearly informed participants that they could withdraw from the 
survey at any point because participation is voluntary. The informed consent included 
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information on the purpose of this study, the compensation for participating, identified 
the researchers involved, provided the contact information for the individuals who can 
answer participant questions about the research, explained the potential benefits and risks 
of engaging in this study, the procedures for ensuring confidentiality, and the ways for 
the participant to find out information on their rights as participants (See Appendix A). I 
also included information about free or reduced cost counseling. Participants could not 
access the survey until they provide electronic indication of consent. 
Survey Questions 
After giving consent, participants were taken to the demographic questionnaire. 
Demographic questions included assessing the participant’s age in years (continuous, 
numerical), gender (categorical variable), and race (categorical variable). As suggested 
by the NIH, I captured a participant’s race by asking how they would describe themselves 
and offered six categories: American Indian or Alaska Native, Asian, Black or African 
American, Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, Caucasian, or Hispanic, Latino, or 
of Spanish origin, or, they could have filled in their race (Bauer et al., 2017) 
I included additional questions related to mentorship and career choice to the 
demographic questionnaire. Participants were asked to identify both the primary and 
secondary career choices they had upon entering their CES program, primary and 
secondary career choices they want to enter upon graduation; and, for those who had 
graduated, to choose their primary and secondary (if appropriate) career choices they 
entered upon graduating from a CES program. Each of the career choice questions 
offered various career options that researchers have postulated that CES students enter 
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upon graduation as well as what university admissions websites have stated are common 
among CES graduates (Bray, 2014; Hinkle et al., 2017). Participants could have also 
written in a response under the “Other” prompt. Participants could have chosen multiple 
secondary career choices but only one primary career choice. Participants could have also 
chosen an option that allowed them to indicate that they do not have a secondary career 
choice.  
I created a few questions which captured aspects of the mentoring relationship not 
captured by the MiCTS. These questions asked the participant to identify their perceived 
race of the mentor (categorical), gender of their mentor (categorical), which professional 
area is their mentor affiliated with (categorical), the primary occupation of their mentor 
(categorical), if their mentor’s career is the occupation the participant desired when 
entering the CES program (i.e., yes or no), and if their mentor’s career is the same 
occupation the participant obtained when graduating (i.e., yes or no). I also added an 
open-ended question that read: “For those of you who did not enter academia, please 
describe why you chose not to enter a faculty position.” While the open-ended question 
(i.e., why did you choose to not enter into a faculty position) made me vulnerable to 
processing error, this question likely helped me collect data that captured extraneous 
variables affecting why a person does not enter into a faculty position as well as provided 
data for future researchers. All of the questions that I added to the demographic 
questionnaire were supported via the research literature (Boswell et al., 2019; Briggs & 
Pehrsson, 2008; Hinkle et al., 2017; Prouty et al., 2015; Quinlan et al., 2019; Trolia, 
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20190). I added these questions to the demographic questionnaire but did not alter the 
MiCTS in any way.  
Data Collection  
I collected my data using REDCap. REDCap is a data collection tool that is 
HIPAfrican American compliant and allows the researcher to create a sharable link 
(Harris et al., 2019). The creator of the survey is the sole proprietor of the data collected 
(Harris et al., 2019). REDCap is designed with built-in features to address confidentiality 
and compliance requirements, participants did not have to log-in to complete the survey, 
and all data was encrypted (Harris et al., 2019). I will keep the data for five-years and 
then delete all data as is required by my university. 
Exiting the Survey 
Upon completion, participants were directed to a page informing them that they 
completed all parts of the study which also thanked them for their time. There was no 
need for follow-up procedures or debriefing because there was minimal risk with filling 
out this survey and I did not need to collect any follow up data. I once again provided the 
participant with information on how to contact my university if they identified an issue 
with this study. Participants were provided with my e-mail address and I stated in the 
informed consent that if contacted by participants, I would send out a one-page summary 
of the study results.  
Instrumentation and Operationalization of Constructs 
In this section, I discuss the MiCTS scale, how I received permission to use this 
scale, and the statistical concepts related to the MiCTS. I also discuss my demographic 
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variables and rationale for the way I worded questions. Lastly, I provide the career choice 
questions and rationale for how I created these constructs.  
The MiCTS  
I received permission to use the MiCTS via email communication with the 
authors. Prouty et al. (2016) created the MiCTS to measure the four most common types 
of mentorship: psychosocial, career, clinical, and research. Constructs found within the 
MiCTS cover the clinical, career, and psychosocial realm of mentoring including 
research mentorship, the mentor providing support to the mentee in finding a job after 
graduation, encouraging professional networking, offering guidance on how to survive 
professionally, and providing professional opportunities. These researchers designed this 
instrument to measure student and faculty mentorship outcomes in training programs 
similar to those found in CES programs.  
The scales within the MiCTS capture components of the theoretical orientations I 
used when laying the foundation of this study. For instance, the MiCTS scale has 
questions regarding how the mentoring relationship helped the mentee bridge the 
personal and professional challenges of work which align with Kram’s (1983) postulation 
that quality mentorship attends to both personal and professional aspects of the mentee’s 
world. The MiCTS also has questions regarding self-efficacy, role modeling, and social 
learning which derived from Bandura and his social cognitive career theory (Bandura, 
1997). Lastly, the MiCTS asks participants to identify how and if their mentor helped 




Prouty et al. (2016) also based their questions on previous findings that were valid 
and reliable. These researchers also stated they tried to provide insight into the 
inconsistencies found within the literature. For instance, Prouty et al. cited previous 
studies that affirmed the importance of investigating the number of hours a week a 
mentee received mentorship, the genders of both mentee and mentors, whether or not the 
mentor was formally assigned, whether gender matching was used, and what the race of 
the mentee and mentor was (Cohen & Gutek, 1991; Edwards et al., 2014; McGuire, 1999; 
Prouty et al. 2017; Ragins & Scandura, 1999). 
Participants filling out the MiCTS score both their actual experiences with 
mentorship and their ideal mentorship experiences. Researchers can view the MiCTS as 
two separate instruments: one that uses 26 statements to capture the actual or lived 
experiences of participants and one that uses these same 26 statements to capture what 
participants deems as their ideal mentorship experiences. Prouty et al. (2017) used 26 
statements that have a 3-point Likert scale (rarely, sometimes, or almost always; 
irrelevant, sometimes important, or essential) to measure both the actual experiences with 
mentorship and the ideal mentorship experiences. Scores on the MiCTS are calculated by 
tallying up raw scores from the 3-point Likert scales associated with each of the 26 
statements (52 total statements). Scores on both the actual mentorship experience scale 
and the ideal mentor experiences scale range from 26 to 78. A score of 26 on the actual 
mentorship scale would mean that their mentor rarely did the statement. A score of 26 on 
the ideal mentorship scale would mean that the statement was irrelevant for their ideal 
mentor (Prouty et al., 2016). Whereas a score of 78 means the opposite.  
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The MiCTS produces individual scores from either the ideal and actual scales as 
well as a combined score (actual and ideal) to create a total MiCTS score (Prouty et al., 
2016). Total MiCTS scale scores range from 52 to 156. A score of 52 would represent a 
low score on the actual scale (i.e., rarely did my supervisor do this) and the ideal scale 
(i.e., these items are irrelevant to me). A score of 156 would be a high score in that the 
person believes their actual mentor almost always engaged in that activity and the 
statement on the MiCTS was an essential attribute of an ideal mentor.  
Prouty et al. (2016) measured both a participant’s actual as well as their ideal 
experiences with mentorship because these researchers found inconsistencies in the 
literature in which participants reported positive gains from having a mentor but also 
reported low levels of satisfaction with specific mentor qualities. Lastly, these authors 
discussed the lack of research surrounding mentoring experiences of students within the 
helping profession, how advisors and mentors blur roles, and the inconsistent results 
between student satisfaction with mentors and their mentors’ positive view of their 
mentoring competencies (Prouty et al., 2016). Therefore, I provided a definition of 
mentorship that is grounded in the literature and differs from the definition of advisor.  
Similar to my population, Prouty et al. (2016) used family therapists who had 
recently completed their MFT degree or were about to complete their MFT program. In 
particular, their participant pool consisted of 166 master’s and 57 doctoral students 
completing their MFT degree who were predominantly alumnae (n = 155), heterosexual 
(90 %), and of Caucasian European decent (n = 181). Only 34 of the respondents 
identified as male and two as intersex. There were three participants who identified as 
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being gay, six as lesbian, and seven as bisexual. An overwhelming about of participants 
(83%) attended a COAMFTE accredited master’s program.  
Prouty et al. (2016) also investigated variables I collected such as mentees’ age, 
gender (of mentee and of mentor), race (of mentee and of mentor), career goal or current 
occupation (of mentee and of mentor), and accreditation status of the institution. For 
instance, Prouty et al. (2016) asked if the MFT program was accredited by the American 
Association for Marriage and Family Therapy whereas I asked about CACREP. 
However, these researchers added the demographic variables of sexual orientation (of 
mentee and of mentor), citizenship (of mentee and of mentor), and age of supervisor 
(Prouty et al., 2016). I did not alter the MiCTS, but I chose to exclude the demographic 
questions that Prouty et al. asked in addition to the MiCTS. For example, I omitted 
questions such as type of mentorship (formal or informal), whether the mentor was 
internal or external to their program, how many hours per month the mentee received 
supervision, and the mentee’s overall satisfaction with the mentoring relationship because 
this data is not relevant to my study. While MFT doctoral programs are clinically based, 
Prouty et al. still accounted for student interest in academic positions, designed the scale 
to assess teaching mentorship and related tasks of faculty, as well as asked students to 
identify if their mentor was an academic or clinician.  
The original MiCTS consisted of 36 items and was initially evaluated using a 
sample of 223 participants who previously experienced a mentor relationship. Following 
factor analysis of the original items, Prouty et al. (2016) initially identified seven factors, 
but these researchers later reduced the factors down to four because three of the factors 
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had too few item loadings. The four factors initially accounted for 49.67% of the 
variance. However, the researchers found that ten items either did not load uniquely onto 
one factor (> .30 on two factors) or the loading was too small to be significant (< .40). By 
eliminating these items, the researchers ensured convergent and discriminant validity.  
The newly formed 26 item measure accounted for 54.03% of the total variance. 
The four factors or subscales created by the overall measure were psychosocial (7 items), 
career (8 items), clinical (7 items), and research (4 items). The overall scale draws from 
the four factors or subscales to produce a final score for either the actual or ideal as well 
as both the ideal and actual mentorship experiences scale. The Cronbach’s alpha 
reliabilities ranged from r =.77 to r =.88 across subscales. Overall, previous research 
supports the reliability and validity of the four factor, 26 item MiCTS measure, and that 
researchers could use subscales independent of each other or in any combination (Prouty 
et al., 2016). The examples of the constructs found on the MiCTS are: Increased my self-
image, confirmed my competence, taught me clinical skills, and assisted in the 
establishment of professional networks.  
 Prouty et al. (2016) stated that faculty can administer the MiCTS and use the 
findings to develop mentorship programs, focus on the specific needs of students, and 
indicate areas of mentorship that need to be strengthened. These researchers also stated 
the MiCTS could help administrators document program outcomes. Congruent with my 
study, Prouty et al. suggested that future researchers investigate if having a successful 
mentoring relationship results in a specific career choice, if the gender or race of mentees 
influenced the mentoring relationship or career choice, and if there was a difference in 
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mentor satisfaction levels between new professionals who went into clinical positions 
versus those who chose academia.  
Research Using the MiCTS 
Few researchers have used the MiCTS. However, Quinlan et al. (2019) used the 
MiCTS when they evaluated the effects of a year-long peer mentoring program and 
Trolia (2019) used the MiCTS in their dissertation. The lack of literature on the MiCTS is 
most likely due to Prouty et al. (2016) only publishing the scale in 2016 and it takes time 
for a scale to become widely used and accepted. In addition, researchers need time to 
conceptualize, plan, develop, apply, and write up research (Frankfort-Nachmias & Leon-
Guerrero, 2015). 
Quinlan et al. (2019) investigated which aspects of the mentoring relationship 
between a psychologist in training (5th or 6th year) and a newly admitted (1st year) PsyD 
student were most helpful. Quinlan et al.’s study involved 23 mentors and 41 mentees 
whose ages ranged from 22 to 54 years with the majority (approximately 80%) being 
female. These respondents participated in a year-long mentoring relationship and 
answered an online survey that captured aspects of their mentoring experiences. Quinlan 
et al. found mentees scored the psychosocial functions significantly higher than both 
clinical functions (Z = 2.52, p < 0.05) and career functions (Z = 3.72, p < 0.01). In turn, 
clinical functions were significantly higher than career functions (Z = 3.64, p < 0.01). 
Similarly, mentees scored the psychosocial functions significantly higher than both 
clinical functions (Z = 3.22, p < 0.01) and career functions (Z = 3.73, p < 0.01).  
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Both mentors and mentees in Quinlan et al.’s (2019) study who reported having 
their psychosocial and clinical needs met were more likely to be satisfied with the 
mentoring relationship than those who did not report alignment between their actual and 
ideal mentorship experiences in these areas. Mentees who reported an alignment between 
their actual and ideal mentorship within the areas of career were also more likely to 
report a high level of overall satisfaction with the mentoring relationship.  
 Quinlan et al. (2019) added a few open-ended questions in which they found 
respondents indicated that the most helpful mentorship tasks included psychosocial 
support, mutual understanding, and skill development. The most frequent hindering 
events were logistics (time), lack of structure of the mentoring relationship, and mentor 
technique (Quinlan et al., 2019). Quinlan et al. identified a small sample size ( N = 43) 
and not having the ability to quantitatively assess causal relationships as a limitation of 
their study. I attempted to overcome this limitation as my study had approximately 210 
participants and examined relationships and differences between groups.  
Trolia (2019) used the MiCTS in her dissertation that involved predominantly 
Caucasian (77%) participants who ranged in age from 24 and 50 years. There were four 
African American, one Arab, six Asian, one Multiracial, and three Hispanic participants. 
Fifty of the 66 participants in Trolia’s study held a master’s degree and ten reported 
having a professional license. Trolia found that PsyD students who perceived their 
supervisor as a mentor reported effective clinical supervision. Trolia found supervisees 
who reported a positive experience with their mentor scored their mentor highest on the 
psychosocial mentor function (M = 2.57, SD = 0.53) with the clinical mentor function 
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being the second-most reported (M = 2.32, SD = 0.52), and the career mentor function the 
third most frequently cited attribute of their mentor (M = 2.02, SD = 0.54). She also 
reported those who described their supervisor using a specific supervisory style reported 
levels of mentor functions that varied among the respondents. Trolia (2019) concluded 
that non-clinical supervisors often meet specific mentoring needs of students but that 
clinical supervisors can serve as mentors and often meet the overall needs of their 
students more often than non-clinical mentors. Trolia identified a small sample size and 
not identifying the difference between the mentor and supervisor as a limitation of her 
study. I attempted to overcome this limitation by providing participants with a definition 
of mentorship and have a large sample size of over 200. 
Operationalization of Variables 
 Researchers must clearly define the variables that they want to study ((Frankfort-
Nachmias et al., 2015). Operationalization reduces subjectivity and increases the 
reliability of a study (Frankfort-Nachmias et al., 2015). Therefore, I operationally define 
the terms demographics, mentorship, and career choice in the paragraphs below.  
Demographics 
Demographic questions included assessing the participant’s age (continuous 
numerical variable), gender (categorical variable), and race (categorical variable). 
Participants in this study identified their age with an open-ended question: How old are 
you? Questions pertaining to gender and race followed the inclusive language suggested 
by the NIH (Bauer et al., 2017). Therefore, I presented participants with six categorical 
choices that represent gender: What is your current gender identity? The answer choices 
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were: Male, Female, Trans male or Trans man, Trans female or Trans woman, Gender 
queer or Gender non-conforming, or they can fill in their identity. Participants delineated 
their race by choosing one of the six categories: American Indian or Alaska Native, 
Asian, Black or African American, Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, Caucasian, 
or Hispanic, Latino, or of Spanish origin, or, they could have filled in their race. Upon 
analyzing the data, I condensed many of these variables into categories as needed (See 
Appendix D).  
Mentorship 
I captured the potential predictor variable of perceived quality of the mentoring 
relationship by quantitatively assessing CES students’ experiences with their mentor 
using the MiCTS along with a series of 13 questions related to their mentor. I created 13 
questions that asked the participant to describe their perceived mentor’s race and gender, 
and state if they believe their mentor influenced their primary and secondary career 
choice, identify if their mentor belongs to either their primary or secondary career choice, 
and state the areas they believe their mentor influenced them the most. These questions 
came directly from the literature as well as provided additional depth to the theoretical 
foundation from which I built this study. For instance, many researchers found that 
certain variables influenced the quality of the mentoring relationship, such as the length 
of time a student had a mentor (Dollarhide et al., 2013; Magnuson et al., 2003; Nolte et 
al., 2015; Sambunjak et al., 2006), the mentee or mentor’s race or ethnic identity (Ensher 
et al., 2001; Hipolito-Delgado et al., 2017; Kern et al., 2019), the mentee and the 
mentor’s gender (Early, 2017; McConnell et al., 2018; Ooms et al., 2019), mentor’s 
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profession (Buckman & Barker, 2010; Carpenter et al., 2015; Davis, 2007; Dollarhide et 
al., 2018; Magnuson et al., 2009; Yob & Crawford, 2012), if the mentee sought out the 
mentor (Park et al., 2017; Milsom & Moran, 2015; Nolte et al., 2015; Wilson et al., 
2010), and formal or informal type of mentoring relationship (Briggs & Pehrsson, 2008; 
Desimone et al., 2014; Holt et al., 2016).  
I added a question regarding the mentor’s affiliation to the mentee because 
mentees could have chosen a mentor from various aspects of their life. The question read: 
Is your mentor affiliated with your: (a) current place of employment; (b) former place of 
employment; (c) professional organization; (d) university (i.e., Your current CES 
program); (e) school(i.e., Your master’s program); (f) school: (i.e., Your undergraduate 
program); (g) provided supervision for my license; or (h) other (i.e., participants can 
write in an answer). Knowing how the student chose their mentor may help CES program 
faculty appropriately plan mentoring opportunities. I also asked what the mentor’s 
primary occupation was because numerous researchers found a correlation existed 
between a mentee’s career aspirations and mentor career (Carpenter et al., 2015; 
Dollarhide et al., 2013; Hagemeier et al., 2013; Yob & Crawford, 2012). For instance, 
Baltrinic et al. (2016) found mentees reported a desire to enter the profession of their 
mentor if they had a good mentoring experience. However, these authors also pointed out 
mentees could want to enter their mentor’s field because their confidence and 
competence increased as a result of watching their mentor (Baltrinic et al., 2016).  
I pilot tested these 13 mentor related questions by having five CES faculty and 
five CES students complete the survey and provide me with feedback prior to publishing 
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the link. My rationale for pilot testing these additional 13 questions came from van 
Teijlingen and Vanora’s (2002) suggestions to surveyors. I had hoped to evaluate if I 
missed an occupational choice, assess if my questions were written in an understandable 
manner, see how long it took people to fill out the survey, and ascertain if I needed to 
rearrange the order of my questions. I spoke with each of the participants who agreed to 
pilot test my survey and made note of all changes made to the survey that evolved from 
these pilot test conversations (See Appendix C).  
Career Choice  
The dependent variable for RQ1 was career choice. I captured career choice at the 
categorical level. For the sake of simplicity, career choice was defined as type of 
occupation. I offered categories of career choices to capture the dependent variable of 
CES student career choice. Categories for career choice (i.e., both upon entering 
participants’ CES doctoral program and graduating; as well as, participants’ primary and 
secondary career choices) were: (a) full-time faculty; (b) clinical leader or administrator 
(i.e., clinical director); (c) clinician or counselor, not in private practice; (d) adjunct 
faculty; (e) clinician or counselor in a private practice; (f) supervisor for licensure; (g) 
researcher; (h) advocacy worker; (i) part-time faculty; or (j) other (with a fill in the blank 
option).  
I chose these categories because they were the primary career choices identified in 
the literature by Hinkle et al. (2017) and Bray (2014) who recently studied the career 
choices of CES students upon graduation. These career choices also aligned with 
information on numerous admission’s websites of university’s websites that publicize 
134 
 
CES programs. Participants were only able to choose one primary career choice but could 
have chosen multiple secondary career choices. My rationale for allowing multiple 
secondary career choices was because many researchers found CES faculty often 
supplement their salary in various ways (Bray, 2014; Hinkle et al., 2017). Only the 
secondary career category questions included the option of (k) I do not have a secondary 
career option.  
Operationalization 
 In this non-experimental regression study, I used gender, age, and race as well as 
the perceived quality of the mentoring relationship as independent predictor variables 
with the DV’s being career choice, career change, perceived quality of the mentoring 
relationship, or perceived qualities of ideal mentors. Gender was captured through six 
categorical choices as was race. Age was an open-ended question that yielded a 
continuous variable that was placed into categories for analysis purposes. Perceived 
quality of the mentoring relationship was the IV in the binomial logistic regressions (RQ1 
& RQ) with the DV being career choice (RQ1) or career choice change (RQ3). The DV 
for the ANOVA (RQ2) was perceived quality of the mentoring relationship and the IV 
was race, age, or gender. The IV for RQ4 was age, gender, or race and the DV was 
essential qualities of ideal mentors.  
Research Questions 1 and 3  
The scores representing a participant’s perceived quality of the mentoring 
relationship represented the mentorship variable in research questions one and three. The 
DV in RQ1 was career choice and I captured career choice through 11 various choices. 
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However, I condensed these choices into a dichotomous choice of: (a) faculty and (b) 
non-faculty. I condensed these choices because I was interested in examining why CES 
graduates were not entering faculty positions and I used binomial logistic regression to 
analyze this relationship and needed the DV to be dichotomous. I assigned anyone who 
chose a faculty position a “1” and those who chose any other career choice other than 
faculty a “0”. The DV in RQ3 was career change which was captured by a yes or no 
response. I assigned anyone who answered this question with a yes a “1” and anyone who 
answered the question with a no a “0”. Keeping the variable in a dichotomous choice 
(i.e., faculty vs. non-faculty or yes vs. no) allowed me to evaluate if mentorship predicted 
whether CES students chose faculty positions or had a career choice change as their 
career choice due to the quality of mentorship that they received, which was the premise 
behind my dissertation. I wanted to build on the limited research on why CES students 
are not entering into faculty positions. 
Research Question 2  
The scores representing a participant’s perceived quality of their actual mentoring 
relationship experiences (DV) represented the mentorship variable in RQ2. The 
demographic variables of age, race, and gender represented the IV’s. I ran a series of 
ANOVAs between age and perceived quality of the mentoring relationship, gender and 
perceived quality of the mentoring relationship, and race and perceived quality of the 





Research Question 4 
The scores representing essential attributes of ideal mentors (i.e., helped me 
obtain a job, provided psychosocial support, introduced me to research) represented the 
mentorship variable in RQ4. The demographic variables of age, race, and gender 
represented the IV’s. I used descriptive statistics for RQ4. I first divided study 
participants into their age, gender, or racial category. Then I used frequency tables to 
report which of the 26 attributes participants from that racial category rated as being the 
most essential. I also reported overall findings of essential qualities of ideal mentors.  
Data Analysis Plan 
I used the REDCap management system which easily converted data into the 
International Business Machines (IBM) Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 
(SPSS) 21 (Harris et al., 2019). The SPSS is a software program that quantitative 
researchers use to analyze data. This software creates tables and graphs and can generate 
data output (Harris et al., 2019). I reviewed the data for missing information and removed 
the case if I found missing data. I used graphs, z-scores, and scatter plots to investigate 
potential outliers and appropriately removed them. I reviewed all test assumptions, 
reported descriptive statistics, checked for multicollinearity among predictor variables, 
checked for skewness and kurtosis, and analyzed percentage tables using histograms, 
scatter plots, and box plots.  
Research Questions and Hypothesis 
I explored the following research questions in this study:  
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RQ1: Does the perceived quality of the mentoring relationship predict career 
choice of CES students upon graduation? 
H01: The perceived quality of the mentoring relationship does not significantly 
predict career choice of CES students upon graduation. 
Ha1: The perceived quality of the mentoring relationship does significantly predict 
career choice of CES students upon graduation. 
RQ2: Does race, age, or gender influence CES students’ perceived quality of the 
mentoring relationship? 
H02: Race, age, or gender does not influence CES students’ perceived quality of 
the mentoring relationship. 
Ha2: Race, age, or gender does influence CES students’ perceived quality of the 
mentoring relationship. 
RQ3: Does perceived quality of the mentoring relationship predict CES students’ 
career change?  
H03: The perceived quality of the mentoring relationship does not predict CES 
students’ career change. 
Ha3: The perceived quality of the mentoring relationship does predict CES 
students’ career change. 
RQ4: Do age, gender, or race influence qualities CES students assign as essential 
of ideal mentors?  
H04: Age, gender, or race do not influence qualities CES students assign as 
essential of ideal mentors. 
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Ha4: Age, gender, or race do influence qualities CES students assign as essential 
of ideal mentors. 
Binomial Logistic Regression 
When using binomial logistic regression, researchers must code the dependent 
dichotomous categorical variable with binomial codes of 1 = yes (i.e., faculty) and 0 = no 
(i.e., non-faculty; Hilbe, 2015). Researchers using a binomial logistic regression to 
estimate the possibility of an event happening by using a logit (Hilbe, 2015). A logit is 
the logarithm of the ratio of the probability of the presence of an attribute (e.g., faculty as 
a career choice) as related to the probability of the absence of the characteristic (e.g., non-
faculty as a career choice; Hilbe, 2015). Therefore, because odds refer to the probability 
that a particular outcome is a case divided by the probability that it is not a case, the logit 
is defined as 1n (p/1-p).  
The log odds is the ratio of the probability of an event happening or not 
happening (Hilbe, 2015). Researchers transform odds ratios by taking the exponentiation 
of the log odds and then comparing the difference in odds using the Wald’s test (Cohen, 
Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2013). The further the odds deviate from the sum of the number 
one indicates that there is a stronger relationship between the variables (Cohen et al., 
2013). Researchers use the coefficient of the odd ratio statistics of Exp(B) to determine a 
change in the log odds of the probability of the DV (career choice) for a one unit increase 
in the values for the independent variables (Hilbe, 2015). Researchers set a p-value and 
any value that is less than or equal to the level of the significance value means there is a 
statistically significant relationship (Hilbe, 2015).  
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 Binomial logistic regression requires the DV to be binomial. The DV in my study 
is career choice. Therefore, I split career choice into the categories of faculty and non-
faculty positions. I coded faculty position as 1 because the factor level 1 should represent 
the desired outcome (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012). Binomial logistic regression also 
requires that researchers include all variables in the equation and use a stepwise method 
when needed. Researchers who use the stepwise regression method will test the 
significance levels of specific variables when these variables are added or taken away 
from the model (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012). 
In a binomial logistic regression, the error terms also need to be independent 
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012). Therefore, there should be little to no multicollinearity 
among the predictors (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012). Multicollinearity occurs when a 
predictor variable linearly predicts other predictor variables (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012). 
Researchers using SPSS can test for multicollinearity by viewing the variance inflation 
factor (VIF) score and addressing VIF scores above 5 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012).  
This model also assumes the independent variables are linearly related to the log 
odds ratio (ExpB) and that there are no outliers in the data (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012). I 
assessed for outliers by converting the predictor variable (perceived quality of the 
mentoring relationship), which is a continuous variable, to standardized z scores and 
removed values below -3.29 or greater than 3.29 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012). Lastly, 
binomial logistic regression requires large sample sizes because the maximum likelihood 




Analysis of Variance  
I conducted a series of one-way analysis of variances (ANOVA) to see if race 
(IV), age (IV), or gender (IV) influenced a CES students’ perceived quality of the 
mentoring relationship (DV) as measured by the scores on the MiCTS that capture actual 
experiences with mentorship (Prouty et al., 2016). The assumptions of a one-way 
ANOVA are that the sample is normally distributed (i.e., normality), each sample is 
independent of the other (i.e., independence), and the variance of the data in the groups is 
the same (i.e., homogeneity of variance; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012). I used the Bartlett’s 
test to test the homogeneity of the variances and I did not reject the null hypothesis if the 
p value was over 0.05. I also used boxplots to test for homogeneity of variances and 
histograms to test for normality. Finally, I used the Shapiro-Wilk test to test for normality 
because my sample size was rather large (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012).  
Threats to Validity 
 This study was subject to threats of both internal and external validity. Internal 
validity refers to the degree of confidence that a researcher has regarding their study 
(Sheperis et al., 2010). External validity refers to the extent to which researchers can 
generalize their findings (Sheperis et al., 2010).  
Internal validity 
Threats to internal validity included selection bias, processing error for the open-
ended question (Other), and coverage error by not having enough CES students from 
around the United States. Considering previous researchers found CES students who had 
been mentored in conducting research were more likely to engage in conducting research 
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(Briggs & Pehrsson, 2008; Hill et al., 2005; Hollingsworth & Fassinger, 2002), I may 
have attracted more students who had a quality mentor than those who did not have a 
good experience with a mentor. More counselor educators may have filled out the survey 
as compared to other professionals holding a CES degree from a CACREP accredited 
program because faculty are more likely to engage in research and surveys than are 
clinicians (Briggs & Phersson, 2008). There also may have been significant differences 
that I did not account for such as the difference between those who had a research mentor 
and those who had a clinical mentor.  
One way I tried to create a diverse sample was by sending my survey to various 
counseling organizations and counselor educator groups. While the open-ended question 
(i.e., why did you choose to not enter into a faculty position) made me vulnerable to 
processing error, this question helped me collect data that captured extraneous variables 
affecting why a person did not enter into a faculty position. These extraneous variables 
may help researchers plan future studies. The validity of this study was threatened by the 
participants dropping out which led to missing data. Another potential problem was if 
participants failed to provide truthful or accurate responses to the questions in the survey 
or on the MiCTS or filled out the survey multiple times.  
To overcome these threats, I tried to exceed recruitment goals in order to achieve 
enough power and proactively compensate for any participants who dropped out after 
starting the study. I kept the survey open until I saw the minimum number of participants 
answered every question. Furthermore, in the informed consent, I encouraged participants 
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to carefully think and accurately respond in a truthful manner. Additionally, I ensured 
participants that all responses were confidential. 
Considering I was looking at the potential predictor effect of the perceived quality 
of the mentoring relationship on career choice, I accounted for ambiguous temporal 
precedence. Temporal precedence is when a researcher can detect if the cause of the 
event comes before the effect (Frankfort-Nachmias, & Nachmias, 2000). Temporal 
precedence pertained to my study because a respondent could have had a specific career 
choice in mind when they entered the CES program and then sought out a mentor within 
their chosen career field which essentially reinforced their original career choice. 
However, I tried to address this temporal concern with the questions related to intended 
career choice upon entering the field and if the respondent sought out their mentor. For 
instance, I first asked questions related to career choice when participants entered their 
CES program and then presented participants with questions that related to their career 
choice upon graduation.  
My study was also open to reliability and validity concerns regarding the few 
questions I created. However, I based these questions on the literature, had my 
dissertation chair and methodologist review my questions, and pilot tested my 
questionnaire using peers and fellow researchers. Lastly, there may have been 
confounding variables unaccounted for in my study that influenced a CES student’s 
career choice. Therefore, I was cautious about making significant claims about the 





One threat to external validity was that I am not able to generalize the results of 
my study to graduate students outside of CES programs. I am also limited to generalizing 
the results to the demographic groups that make up my sample, CACREP accredited CES 
programs, and to doctoral students who fell into the population parameters (i.e., 
graduating within one year and those who graduated within the past 10 years). Since I 
was condensing career choice into a dichotomous choice (i.e., faculty vs. non-faculty), I 
was limited in what I can conclude about how mentorship predicts career choice. 
Therefore, I published all demographic information, checked to see how the demographic 
makeup of my sample aligns with the population of CES graduates, and was cautious 
about generalizing my results.  
My study was subject to response bias because I focused my recruitment 
procedures on the careers in which most CES graduates enter. Therefore, it is likely I did 
not capture CES students who went into non-academic or non-clinical positions after 
graduation. I did not think it would be plausible to open this survey up to any and all 
career listservs because both Bray (2014) and Hinkle et al. (2017) stated there were few 
participants in their studies (n = < 3) who were CES graduates and entered non-clinical 
and non-academic positions. In addition, it is unlikely that these respondents would 
substantially change the overall results of my study if they did participate. I used data 
from previous studies that involved large sample sizes or qualitative findings to assess 
whether or not the career choices and demographics of my sample aligned with their 
findings (Bray, 2014; Hinkle et al., 2017; U.S. Census Bureau, 2017).  
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Participants in the study who graduated could be subject to recall bias. Recall bias 
is defined as a respondent’s inability to recall certain aspects related to the question found 
in a study (Fowler, 2014). My study was particularly prone to recall bias because 
according to CACREP (2017), the average person reported spending between four and 
seven years to complete a PhD in CES which means I asked participants to recall 
information from at least five years ago, if not longer. However, Althubaiti (2016) 
reported researchers can minimize recall bias by providing prompts, limiting the number 
of events a respondent must recall, and creating questions using neutral words to lessen 
social desirability effects. Using Althubaiti’s (2016) suggestions, I provided the 
participants prompts for their career choices upon entering and graduating from a CES 
program. I also informed study participants of how I will maintain their confidentiality, 
and I did not ask sensitive questions that were subject to social desirability effects on the 
survey.  
Overall, I attempted to decrease these threats by creating a diverse sample by 
promoting the survey on multiple venues, using a valid and reliable instrument, not using 
a pre or post-test, collecting data within a timely fashion so as to avoid maturation, and 
properly reporting all statistical information. I did not change my instrument during the 
study and the majority of my variables were categorical which decreased the chances of 
participants regressing to the mean (Hilbe, 2015). I did not provide an intervention nor 
did I manipulate variables or participants. I also remembered to check the power or for 
the violation of statistical assumptions for each of the analyses I conducted. There is also 




In order to uphold all ethical considerations, I only collected data once I received 
approval from Walden University’s IRB. I already completed the NIH Office of External 
Research Protecting Human Research Participants training and the REDCap webinar on 
how to create a survey and delete personal identifiers. I did not contact any of the 
identified administrators of listservs (i.e., CESNET, CACREP) without approval of my 
university’s IRB board. My IRB approval number was 09-17-20-0350446. Smith (2019) 
stated some directors of counseling programs required proof of IRB approval prior to 
posting a poster publicizing the survey. Therefore, I sent documentation of IRB approval 
out with my request to program directors to publicize the survey. I ethically identified all 
information on the IRB application and obtained all appropriate signatures. I submitted 
the email letter giving me permission to use the copyrighted MiCTS to my university’s 
IRB. 
I informed all participants in this study that their participation was voluntary, that 
they needed to provide their consent, and that they could discontinue the survey at any 
time. I did not manipulate any information or persons in the study, nor did I knowingly 
recruit from vulnerable populations; and therefore, there was minimal risk to participants. 
The World Health Organization identifies children, pregnant women, elderly people, 
malnourished people, and people who are ill or immunocompromised as being of a 
vulnerable population (WHO, 2020). Participants from vulnerable populations such as 
people who are pregnant or immunocompromised may have participated, but I would not 
have known this because I am not collecting any of this information. I would not know if 
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participants from my university participated. I recruited a larger sample size than 
suggested to account for any person who started the survey but did not complete it. There 
was minimal risk to adverse events associated with this study because I did not 
administer a treatment or intervention. However, some participants may have become 
triggered by remembering their relationship with their mentor. I provided participants 
with information on how to obtain a counselor in their community.  
I also collected all data in an anonymous fashion because REDCap does not track 
IP addresses. I did not save email addresses or any identifiers and all data was encrypted. 
Transmission of data was onto my home computer which is located in my locked office. I 
stored all data on my computer which required a password. I will keep data that is able to 
be downloaded onto an external hard drive in a locked cabinet in my office to which only 
I have a key. I will destroy all data from this study in five years as per my university’s 
policy. REDCap required researchers to create a strong password that only allows the 
researchers and those who she or he grants access to the survey to retrieve the data 
(Harris et al., 2019). I did not collect any personally identifying information which 
eliminated the possibility for any type of repercussions to the participant. All participants 
who successfully submitted a survey response were routed to the page that allowed them 
to earn the gift card for Amazon.  
Summary 
 In chapter 3, I described the quantitative cross-sectional research design that I 
used in this study. I provided the rationale behind using this design and how previous 
studies informed my choice of research design. I identified the methods I used to analyze 
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my data including required attributes of my sample, my sampling procedures, and 
specifics on how respondents entered and exit the survey and receive informed consent 
and follow up information. I also provided specific information on the demographic and 
career choice questions as well as the MiCTS. I operationally defined mentorship and 
career choice and stated I used demographic questions derived from the U.S. Census 
Bureau and NIH (Bauer et al., 2017). Lastly, I discussed threats to both internal and 
external validity and outlined how I addressed ethical considerations.  
 Upon my committee approving my proposal and obtaining IRB approval, I 
conducted my study. In Chapter 4, I will include a discussion of any discrepancies in data 
collection that deviated from my original plan, discuss how representative my sample is 
of the target population, and justify inclusion of any covariates in my model. I will report 
the results of descriptive statistics, evaluate statistical assumptions, provide the findings 












Chapter 4: Results 
My purpose for this quantitative study was to explore the perceived quality of 
participants’ mentoring relationships as measured by the MiCTS and whether that score 
then predicted the participant’s career choices or a change in career choice. I also 
investigated whether students’ demographic variables of race, age, or gender influenced 
their perceived quality of the mentoring relationship. Finally, I described qualities 
identified as essential qualities of an ideal mentor across the participant’s age, gender, 
and race. 
There were four research questions that comprised the current investigation. I 
analyzed the results of each question independently of the other questions. Below are the 
results of my analysis of my four research questions.  
RQ1: Does the perceived quality of the mentoring relationship predict career 
choice of CES students upon graduation. My null hypothesis for RQ1 was: The perceived 
quality of the mentoring relationship does not significantly predict career choice of CES 
students upon graduation. My alternative hypothesis for RQ1 was: The perceived quality 
of the mentoring relationship does significantly predict career choice of CES students 
upon graduation. I used binomial logistic regression for research question 1. 
RQ2: Does race, age, or gender influence CES students’ perceived quality of the 
mentoring relationship? My null hypothesis for RQ2 was: Race, age, or gender does not 
influence CES students’ perceived quality of the mentoring relationship. My alternative 
hypothesis for RQ2 was: Race, age, or gender does influence CES students’ perceived 
quality of the mentoring relationship. I used ANOVA for RQ2. 
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RQ3: Does perceived quality of the mentoring relationship predict CES students’ 
career change? My null hypothesis for RQ3 was: The perceived quality of the mentoring 
relationship does not predict CES students’ career change. My null hypothesis for RQ3 
was: The perceived quality of the mentoring relationship does predict CES students’ 
career change. I used binomial logistic regression for RQ3.  
RQ4: Do age, gender, or race influence qualities CES students assign as essential 
of ideal mentors? My null hypothesis for RQ4 was: Age, gender, or race do not influence 
qualities CES students assign as essential of ideal mentors. My alternative hypothesis for 
RQ4 was: Age, gender, or race do influence qualities CES students assign as essential of 
ideal mentors. I used descriptive statistics for RQ4.  
In this section, I report the results of the pilot study, describe the time frame for 
data collection and other relevant statistics related to data collection. I also provide 
descriptive statistics, statistical assumptions, analysis, and related hypotheses. Lastly, I 
summarize the chapter by answering the research questions.  
Pilot Study 
I conducted a small pilot test on the 13 mentor related questions by having five 
CES faculty and five CES students complete the survey and provide me with feedback 
prior to publishing the link. My rationale for pilot testing these additional 13 questions 
came from van Teijlingen and Vanora’s (2002) suggestions to surveyors. I had hoped to 
obtain information pertaining to occupational choice, assess if my questions were written 
in an understandable manner, see how long it took people to fill out the survey, and 
ascertain if I needed to rearrange the order of my questions. I spoke with each of the 
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participants who agreed to pilot test the survey and made note of all changes made to the 
survey that evolved from these pilot test conversations (See Appendix C).  
 Participants in the pilot study suggested changes to creating an open-ended 
question and gender identity. For instance, one contributor of the pilot test suggested 
participants fill in the blanks for gender identity allowing for self-description. Another 
pilot study participant suggested changing the phrase from “How does your mentor 
describe themself (choose all that apply)” to “How does your mentor identify 
themselves?” However, after consultation with my methodologist and one of the pilot 
study participants who works at a LGBTQ+ research agency, it was decided to keep 
“How does your mentor describe themself” as a way to capture participant gender. Other 
comments made by the pilot study participants were all positive and confirmed the use of 
the demographic questionnaire. For instance, participants stated, “very thorough”, “I 
can’t think of one career option you missed”, and “kudos to you for being so thorough.” 
Therefore, minor changes were made to the 13 demographic and mentor related 
questions. 
Data Collection 
I obtained IRB approval from my institution on September 17, 2020 (IRB# 09-17-
20-0350446). I created and sent a survey link in REDCap to various counselor education 
organizations. As described in Chapter 3, I used a correlational research design with 
convenience sampling. I advertised my study on multiple ACA and CES-related listservs 
such as CESNET, my university’s participant database, Facebook, regional and state 
specific ACES groups, as well as the CACREP database. In hopes of obtaining a diverse 
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sample, I sent emails to CES program administrators and CACREP liaisons from various 
geographical areas and of Minority Serving Institutions and asked them to post the link to 
my survey to current students or faculty and alumni. As stated in my Chapter 3, I 
followed up with program directors via phone messages. I maintained an Excel 
spreadsheet of the organizations to which I sent an email as well as followed up with 
reminder emails about every 2-3 weeks until I met my sample size. 
I collected data over a three-month period until I had to shut down my link due to 
a data breach. One hundred ninety-two people logged on to the survey link between 
September 17th and December 15th, 2020. However, only 158 participants completed the 
survey during this time. One hundred forty-eight of these participants received the $10 
dollar gift card. Twenty-one of the 33 people who logged on to the survey link did not 
meet the requirements to qualify to take the survey because they graduated before 2010 
(n = 14), they did not have a mentor (n = 8), or they graduated before 2010 and did not 
have a mentor (n = 6). The other five people did not complete the survey in its entirety.  
 An additional 120 participants clicked the link between January 13th, 2021 and 
February 3rd, 2021. However, 27 of these people reported graduating after 2010 and 11 
reported they did not have a mentor which meant these 38 people were ineligible for the 
survey. Twenty-two people clicked on the link but did not complete the survey. Therefore 
60 participants completed the survey during this one-month period. I had a total of 218 
participants in my study.  
Discrepancies in Data Collection 
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As stated in Chapter 3, it was my intent to offer participants a $10 amazon gift 
card as a token of their time. I clearly stated in the original informed consent and 
qualifying questions that participants had to have earned, or were about to earn (within 
the next year), their PhD in CES as well as have had a mentor. However, I had to file a 
change of procedure with my institution’s IRB due to a data breech.  
 There were approximately 66 people who logged onto the survey between 
September 21st and 23rd. Twelve of these people did not qualify to take the survey 
because they either did not have a mentor or graduated over ten years ago which meant I 
had 54 participants at that time. Another 126 participants logged onto the survey between 
September 24th and December 16th, 2020. However, only 104 participants completed the 
survey. Therefore, the trend was that about one in every five participants did not qualify 
to take the survey and therefore did not complete it.  
 A state counseling association reported posting my survey on their social media 
page on December 15th, 2020. Between 10:46 pm on December 15th and 12:06 pm on 
December 16th 1,242 people logged on to take the survey. Only thirteen of these 
participants did not complete the survey, which meant that the ratio of one in five people 
not qualifying for the survey jumped to one in 100. Also, the response rate (after the 
initial sixty-six participants between September 21st and 23rd) jumped from one or two 
participants a day to one or two participants a minute. Participants who took the survey 
between December 15th and 16th took significantly less time (e.g., about three minutes 
less) to fill out the survey and there were numerous repetitive answers. For instance, 
participants 1,111 to 1,134 were all Caucasian. Also, 100% of the 1,242 people who took 
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the survey between December 15th and December 16th filled out the other survey 
requesting the gift card.  
I consulted with my research team at my institution, with my committee, and my 
chair consulted with the coordinator of research, the chair of the IRB, and the quantitative 
expert of the research department at your university. The consensus was to remove the 
data that came in after December 15th 2020 because we believed participants who did not 
meet the criteria filled out the survey in order to receive the $10 gift card. Therefore, I 
had to request a change of procedure from my institution’s IRB. On January 13th, 2021 
my institution’s IRB granted permission to collect the remaining 58 participants without 
providing the $10 gift card incentive.  
Descriptive and Demographic Characteristics 
 A total of 218 people completed the survey (see Table 1). Participants ranged in 
age from 23 to 70 years of age with the mean age being 36. The majority of my sample (n 
= 128) identified as Caucasian (58.7%) with 23.9% (n = 52) identifying as Black or 
African American, 6% (n = 13) as Hispanic or Latino, 1.4% (n = 3) as American Indian 
or Alaska Native, 6.4% (n = 14) as Asian, 2.3% (n = 5) as Multi-ethnic, 0.9% (n = 2) as 
Different Race, and 0.5% (n = 1) as Prefer not to answer. No participants identified as 
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander. One hundred seventy-nine participants (82%) 
identified as female, 33 (15.1%) as male, one (0.5%) as Trans male or Trans man, 3 
(1.4%) as Gender queer or Gender non-conforming, and 2 (0.9%) as Different identity. 





Demographic Characteristics of Participants  
Characteristic n % 
Age 
     20-29 
     30-39 
     40-49 
     50-70 
  48 
113 
  46 
  11 
                             22 
51.8 
21.1 
                               5 
Gender 
     Male 
     Female 
     Trans male/man 
     Gender queer 
     Different 
  33 
179 
   1 
   3 
   2 
15.1 
82.1 
  0.5 
  1.4 
  0.9 
Race 
     Caucasian 
     Black or African American 
     Hispanic, Latino, Spanish 
     American Indian/Alaskan 
     Asian 
     Multi-ethnic 
     Different Race 
     Prefer not to answer 
128 
  52 
  13 
    3 
  14 
    5 
    2 
    1 
58.7 
23.9 
                               6 
  1.4 
  6.4 
  2.3 
  0.9 
  0.5 
 
 
Representation of Population 
According to CACREP (2017), 76.9% of CES doctoral students identify as 
female and 23.1% as male and 62% of full-time faculty are female with 38% of full-time 
faculty identifying as male. Similarly, 82% of the participants in the study identified as 
female, and 15.1% as male. Study participants were more diverse than what CACREP 
reported in 2017 because I had one (0.5%) participant who identified as Trans male, 3 
(1.4%) participants who identified as Gender queer or Gender non-conforming, and 2 
(0.9%) participants who identified as having a different identity. 
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 According to CACREP (2017), 25% of CES students are African American or 
Black, 0.75% American Indian or Native Alaskan, 3% Asian, 55.33% Caucasian, 57% 
Hispanic or Latino, 0.19% Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, 1.75% multiracial, 3.16% 
nonresidents or aliens, and 5% were undisclosed. The study sample nearly mirrored the 
demographic makeup reported by the CACREP (2017) with 58.7% of my sample 
identifying as Caucasian, 23.9% identifying as Black or African American, 6%,  as 
Hispanic or Latino, 1.4% as American Indian or Alaska Native, 6.4% as Asian, 2.3% as 
Multi-ethnic, 0.9% as Different Race, and 0.5% as Prefer not to answer. No participants 
in the study identified as Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander. 
Results 
 I uploaded data from REDCap into SPSS version 27. I checked for missing 
information and removed one case with incomplete data. I screened for outliers by doing 
a normal distribution plot to determine if any of the participant responses were three 
standard deviations outside of the mean. I did this for all variables and found no outliers. 
Below are the results of my data analysis.  
Descriptive Statistics 
Fifty-nine percent of the sample identified their mentor’s race as being Caucasian 
(see Table 2). Twenty five percent stated their mentor was Black or African American, 
5.5% identified their mentor as being Hispanic or Latino, 0.5% as American Indian or 
Alaska Native, 1.4% as Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, 2.3% as Asian, 2.3 as 
Multi-ethnic, 0.9% as Different Race, and 3.2% stated they were unsure as to their 
mentor’s race. The majority of participants identified their mentors as female (72.9%). 
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Only four individuals (1.8%) said they did not know the gender of their mentor. No 
participants identified having a mentor who identified as Trans male, Trans female, 
Gender queer, or Different identity.  
Table 2 
Mentor Demographics and Affiliation  
        Frequency  %  
Mentor Race 
Caucasian      128   58.7 
Black or African American      55   25.2 
Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin     12     5.5 
American Indian or Alaska Native       1     0.5 
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander      3     1.4  
Asian           5     2.3 
Multi-ethnic          5     2.3 
Different race          2     0.9 
I am unsure          7     3.2 
Mentor Gender 
 Female       159   72.9 
 Male         55   25.2 
 I am unsure         4     1.8 
Mentor Affiliation 
 University (Current CES program)   99   45.4 
 School: Master’s program    28   12.8 
 Current place of employment    26   11.9 
 Former place of employment    25   11.5 
 Professional Organization    23   10.6 
 Other       11     5 
 Provided supervision for licensure     4     1.8 
 School: Undergraduate program      2     0.9 
Mentor Occupation 
 Counselor Educator     168   77.1 
 Counselor        39   17.9 
Clinical Supervisor         7     3.2 
Clinical Director         3     1.4 
Other           1     0.5 
 
Most participants (45.4%) reported their mentor was affiliated with their 
university (current CES program). Other areas in which participants reported their mentor 
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was affiliated with were their master’s program (12.8%), current place of employment 
(11.9%), former place of employment (11.5%), professional organization (10.6%), 
undergraduate program (0.9%), or was the person who provided supervision for their 
licensure (1.8%), and 11 people (5%) reported their mentor was affiliated with an option 
not provided. Almost half (45%) of participants reported having a career choice change 
over the course of their CES program. One hundred forty (64.2%) participants reported 
their mentor reinforced that they should pursue the primary career that they identified as 
they entered their CES program, whereas 20.2% reported their mentor did not influence 
their primary career choice. Twenty-nine (13.3%) reported their mentor provided 
guidance that led them to change their primary career choice that they entered the CES 
program with. Five people reported they were unsure if their mentor influenced their 
primary career.  
 Fifty-nine participants (27.1%) reported not having a secondary career choice. 
Sixty participants (27.5%) stated their mentor reinforced their secondary career choice, 
23 (10.6%) reported their mentor provided them with guidance that changed their 
secondary career choice, 21 (9.6%) reported their mentor suggested they pursue a 
secondary career choice that they had not considered upon entering the CES program, 
and 52 (23.9%) reported their mentor did not influence them to pursue their secondary 
career.  
Participants identified their mentor’s job occupation as counselor educator 
(77.1%), counselor (17.9%), clinical supervisor (3.2%), clinical director (1.4%) and one 
person (0.5%) identified their mentor as having a job not listed. Seventy-eight percent 
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(n=171) of participants reported their mentor's main occupation was the same position 
they identified as the position they wanted to obtain when they entered their CES 
program. Almost 86% of the sample reported their mentor's main occupation was the 
same position they entered (or hope to enter) upon graduation.  
Just under half of participants (45%) stated their career goals changed over the 
course of being enrolled as a CES student. As demonstrated in Table 3, the majority of 
participants (59.6%) entered their CES program hoping to obtain a full-time faculty 
position. Other career intentions were becoming a counselor in a private practice 
(11.5%), clinical leader not in a private practice setting (5%), counselor not in private 
practice (4.1%), clinical leader in private practice (3.7%), researcher (2.8%), adjunct 
(2.8%), supervisor for licensure (0.9%), and post-doctoral opportunities (0.5%). Thirteen 
participants (6%) reported they were unsure of their career goals and six participants 
(2.8%) said they had a career identified that was not shown.  
Table 3 
Career Choice of CES Students Upon Entering and Upon Graduating the CES Program 
 Upon Entering CES Program Upon Graduating CES  
Program 
Position Frequency % Frequency       % 
FT Faculty 130 59.6 153 70.2 
Adjunct     6 2.8 11 5.0 
Clinical leader/Admin (PP)     8 3.7 4 1.8 
Clinical leader/Admin (No PP)    11 5.0 5 2.3 
Clinical or Counselor Not PP      9 4.1 8 3.7 
Clinical or Counselor in PP     25 11.5 17 7.8 
Supervisor for licensure      2 .9 1 .5 
Researcher      6 2.8 8 3.7 
Post-Doc Opportunities      1 .5 1 .5 
Advocacy 1 .5 1 .5 
I was unsure of my career goals 13 6.0 7 3.2 
Other 6 2.8 2 .9 
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Twenty five percent of participants (n = 55) reported when they entered their CES 
program they did not plan on entering into a secondary career. Other participants reported 
when they entered their CES program they were hoping to enter into a secondary career 
as a clinical counselor in private practice (17.4%), full-time faculty (15.1%), adjunct 
faculty (10.1%), clinical leader or administrator (8.7%), clinical counselor not private 
practice (8.7%), research (5%), supervisor for licensure (4.6%), post-doctoral 
opportunities (2.8%), and advocacy (1.4%). Two participants (0.9%) stated when they 
entered their CES program they intended upon entering a secondary career that was not 
listed.  
 Upon graduating, 70.2% of participants reported they hoped to enter into a faculty 
position as their primary career choice (see Table 3). The remaining 30% of participants 
reported they wanted their primary career upon graduation to be counselor in private 
practice (7.8%), adjunct (5%), counselor not private practice (3.7%), researcher (3.7%), 
clinical leader not private practice (2.3%), clinical leader private practice (1.8%), 
supervisor for licensure (0.5%), post-doctoral opportunities (0.5%), and advocacy (0.5%). 
Seven participants (3.2%) stated they were unsure of their career path and two 
participants (0.9%) stated the primary position they had hoped to enter upon graduation 








Participant’s Primary Position Entered Upon Graduating 
Position       Frequency  % 
Full-time faculty      117   53.7 
I have not yet graduated        41   18.8 
Clinical or Counselor (NOT private practice)     18     8.3 
Clinical or Counselor in Private Practice      11     5 
Adjunct           9     4.1 
Clinical leader or NOT Private Practice        5     2.3 
Clinical leader or Administrator (private practice)      2       .9 
Supervisor for licensure          2       .9 
Researcher           2       .9 
Post-Doctoral Opportunities         2       .9 
Advocacy           2       .9 
Other            7      3.2 
  
As shown in Table 4, 54 % (n = 117) of participants identified the primary 
position they were able to enter upon graduating was a faculty position. Nineteen percent 
of participants had not graduated. Eighteen participants (8.3%) identified the primary 
position they were able to enter upon graduating was a full-time counselor position not in 
private practice. Other primary positions participants reported they were able to enter into 
after graduation were full-time clinical positions in a private practice (5%), adjunct 
positions (4.1%), clinical leader not private practice (2.3%), clinical leader in private 
practice (0.9%), supervisor for licensure (0.9%), researcher (0.9%), post-doctoral 
opportunities (0.9%), and advocacy (0.9%). Seven participants (3.2%) stated they entered 
into a primary position after graduating that was not listed (other).  
 Eighteen percent of participants stated they do not have nor do they want a 
secondary position upon graduating. Sixteen percent (n = 35) stated they have not yet 
graduated. About 9% of participants reported exploring a secondary career. Other 
secondary careers participants were able to obtain upon graduation were counselor in 
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private practice (15.6%), full-time faculty (13.8%), adjunct (6.9%), counselor not private 
practice (6%), clinical leader private practice (3.2%), clinical leader not private practice 
(2.8%), supervisor for licensure (2.8%), researcher (2.8%), and post-doctoral 
opportunities (1.4%). Four (1.8%) of participants reported the secondary position they 
were able to enter upon graduation was not listed (other).  
 Question 18 read for “those of you who did not enter into academia”, please 
describe why you chose not to enter into a faculty position. I then provided them with an 
open dialogue box which allowed participants to provide additional information. 
Participants who answered this question wrote, “family responsibilities at the time,” “I 
became a school counselor because I thought loan forgiveness would help me,” “I didn’t 
want to move,” and “I tried but didn’t get in.” Other responses were “I am now doing 
research and liking it so much more,” I saw how stressed my mentor was working at a 
college and knew I could make more money in private practice and it is not worth it,” 
“not worth the headache and better pay in private practice,” “more interested in direct 
care once I did my internship in my doctoral program,” and “better opportunity to do 
clinical education and research; more money.” Four study participants responded by 
addressing to the political climate of academia by stating, “academia is too political and 
too much gatekeeping,” “organizational politics were too much for me,” “I did not want 
to deal with academic politics that come with being a fulltime faculty member,” and 
“political games in academia.” There were two responses that spoke of CESNET and 
how the political undertakings of faculty positions and outward “racist acts on an open 
forum designed for counselor educators” made the respondent lean more toward private 
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practice. One of the participants wrote, “I'm torn between entering clinical work and 
academia because of the White supremacist power dynamics of academia. I am not sure I 
want to fight that stronghold as the only Latina in any program. The true cost would be 
my health and well-being and that is not worth it for me.” Another wrote “I’m tired of 
having to code switch and "play" what seemed like posturing and pandering "games" in 
order to advance in an academic setting”. 
Statistical Assumptions 
I conducted a series of ANOVA’s for RQ2 to see if race (IV), age (IV), or gender 
(IV) influenced a CES students’ perceived quality of the mentoring relationship (DV) as 
measured by the scores on the MiCTS that capture actual experiences with mentorship 
(Prouty et al., 2016). The assumptions of a one-way ANOVA (normality, independence, 
homogeneity) were met or accommodated for. I used a histogram and found that my 
dependent variable was normally distributed and therefore met the normality assumption. 
I met the independence of scores assumption because my sample was randomized and 
scores are not dependent upon each other. I used the Levene’s test to test the 
homogeneity of the variances and found I had heterogeneity of variances for age (p = 
0.13), race (p = 0.42), and gender (p = .040). This is likely due to the uneven groups. 
Therefore, I used a Brown-Forsythe F-statistic in place of the typical ANOVA F-ratio to 
compute each of the three ANOVA analyses. The Brown-Forsythe statistic adjusts the 
degrees of freedom to be more conservative, compensating for heterogeneity of 
variances, thus reducing the chances of error. The results of the Brown-Forsythe are 




I conducted three separate one-way analysis of variances (ANOVAs) for RQ2 to 
see if CES students’ gender (IV), race (IV), or age (IV) independently influenced CES 
students’ perceived quality of the mentoring relationship (DV). I also used binomial 
logistic regression for RQ3 to see if the perceived quality of the mentoring relationship 
(IV) as indicated by the scores on the MiCTS (continuous variable) that capture actual 
experiences with mentorship predicted change in a CES students’ career choice (DV) as 
measured by the change in career choice question on the demographic questionnaire 
(dichotomous: yes vs. no). Lastly, I used descriptive statistics to answer RQ4 (Do age, 
gender, or race influence qualities CES students assign as essential of ideal mentors as 
indicated by the scores on the MiCTS that capture ideal mentor qualities) because this 
question was easily answered using frequency tables.  
Research Question 1 
 RQ1: Does the perceived quality of the mentoring relationship predict career 
choice of CES students upon graduation? I needed to divide the responses to the career 
choice item into faculty position versus non-faculty position because I was predicting 
group membership (faculty vs. non-faculty) and the choices needed to be dichotomous. 
As can be seen in Figure 1, the sample was fairly even in distribution in choosing the 
options of faculty (n = 117) versus non-faculty (n = 101) positions. Non-faculty positions 
included the career options of adjunct faculty, clinical leader or administrator (private 
practice), clinical leader or not private practice, clinical or counselor (not private 
practice), clinical or counselor in private, practice, supervisor for licensure, researcher, 
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post-doctoral opportunities, and advocacy. I coded participant responses relating to 
faculty positions upon graduation as 1 and participants who responded that their career 
choice upon graduation was a non-faculty position as a 0.  
Figure 1 
Distribution of Responses for Position Obtained After Graduation 
 
 
As shown in Tables 5 and 6, the results of the binomial logistic regression 
analysis indicated there was no statistically significant relationship between MiCTS and 
employment position obtained following graduation, χ2(1) = 3.32, p = .069. Thus, I 
accepted the null hypothesis. Therefore, the MiCTS total scores cannot predict whether 







Table 5  
Omnibus Test of Model Coefficients: Significance of MiCTS Scores Predicting Faculty 
vs. Non-Faculty  
   Chi-square  df  Sig. 
Step   3.318   1  .069 
Block   3.318   1  .069 
Model    3.318   1  .069 
 
Table 6 
Binomial Logistic Regression Predicting Faculty v. Non-Faculty Using the MiCTS (RQ1)  
_______________________________________________________________________ 
  B SE Wald df p Odds       95% CI for  
       Ratio       Odds Ratio 
         Lower  Upper 
Faculty .025 .014 3.267 1 .071 1.026  .998  1.054 
Constant       -1.470 .904 2.643 1 .104   .230 
Note. Results are not significant 
 
Research Question 2 
I conducted a series of ANOVA’s for RQ2 to see if race (IV), age (IV), or gender 
(IV) influenced a CES students’ perceived quality of the mentoring relationship (DV) as 
measured by the scores on the MiCTS that capture actual experiences with mentorship 
(Prouty et al., 2016). The assumptions of a one-way ANOVA (normality, independence, 
homogeneity) were met or accommodated for. I used the Levene’s test to examine 
homogeneity of the variances and determined that the data violated this assumption, 
indicating heterogeneity of variances for age (p = 0.13), race (p = 0.42), and gender (p = 
.040). This heterogeneity of variances is likely due to the groups being unequal in size. I 
computed a Brown-Forsythe F-statistic for each independent variable, which adjusts the 
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degrees of freedom, and causes the significance testing to be more conservative. Also, for 
those analyses that required post hoc analysis, I used a Games-Howell to adjust for 
heterogeneity of variances. These results are reported below. 
RQ2: Does race, age, or gender influence CES students’ perceived quality of the 
mentoring relationship? Three, one-way analysis of variances (ANOVA’s) were used to 
investigate the differences in total score on MiCTS and the independent variables of race, 
age range, and gender. Below are the results of the individual one-way ANOVA’s.  
Race 
 A statistically significant difference of total MiCTS scores was found depending 
on participant’s identified race, F(2, 109.98) = 18.73, p < .001 (see Tables 7, 8, and 9). I 
used a Games-Howell post hoc analysis to further examine these differences and it was 
determined that those participants who identified as Black or African American had 
significantly higher total scores on the MiCTS compared to those who identified as 
Caucasian or Other (a combination of remaining races due to low numbers of participants 
per group; p < .001 and p = .001). 
Table 7 
ANOVA Significance Test of Race and MiCTS  
   Statistic df1 df2  p 
Levene   3.217  2 215  .042 









ANOVA: Race and MiCTS  
   Sum of Squares df Mean Square  F         p 
Between Groups   3281.699  2 1640.849  19.873      .000 
Within Groups  17751.488  215     82.565     
Total   21033.187  217 
 
Table 9 
Post-Hoc: ANOVA Results for Race and Scores on MiCTS 
  Comparison Mean  Std.   95% Confidence Interval 
Race   Race  Difference Error     p Lower  Upper  
Caucasian Black or African American -9.38720 1.39828  .000 -12.713 
 -6.0614 
  Other  -1.85133 1.86584  .585 -6.3472  2.6445 
Black or African American Caucasian  9.38720  1.39828  .000 6.0614 
 12.713 
  Other  7.53587  2.04419  .001 2.6388  12.4329 
Other  Caucasian 1.85133  1.86584  .585      -2.6445    6.3472 
  Black or A -7.53587 2.04419  .001    -12.4329   -2.6388 
Note. *Significant at the 0.05 level 
Age  
Regarding the independent variable age, a significant difference was found in 
MiCTS scores between age groups F(3, 35.6) = 4.42, p = .010 (See Table 10). A Games-
Howell post analysis (see Table 11) revealed a statistically significant difference between 
participants aged 30-39 and 40-49 (p < .001). Participants in the 30-39 age group had 
significantly higher total scores on the MiCTS compared to participants in the 40-49 age 








ANOVA Significance Test of Age and MiCTS 
   Statistic df1 df2  p 
Levene   3.663  3 214  .013 
Brown-Forsythe 4.420  3 35.558  .010 
 
Table 11 
ANOVA: Age and MiCTS 
 
  Sum of Squares df Mean Square  F  p 
Between Groups 1588.938 3 529.646  5.829  .001 
Within Groups  19444.248 214 90.861       
Total   21033.187  217 
 
Table 12 
Post-Hoc: ANOVA Results for Race and Scores on MiCTS 
  Comparison  Mean  Std.   95% Confidence Interval 
Age  Age  Difference Error  Sig. Lower  Upper  
20-29  30-39  -2.63905 1.70097  .412  -7.0996    1.8215 
  40-49   4.11188  1.89696  .140    -.8541    9.0779 
  50-70   2.26921  4.45382  .955 -10.8732 15.4116 
30-39  20-29   2.63905  1.70097  .412   -1.8215   7.0996 
  40-49   6.75093* 1.49344  .000    2.8445  10.6573 
  50-70   4.90826  4.029749 .673   -8.0490 17.8655 
40-49  20-29  -4.11188 1.89696  .140   -9.0779     .8541 
  30-39  -6.75093* 1.49344  .000 -10.6573  -2.8445 
  50-70  -1.84267 4.37876  .974 -14.8911 11.2058 
50-70  20-29  -2.26921 4.45382  .955 -15.4116 10.8732 
  30-39  -4.90826 4.29749  .673 -17.8655   8.0490 
  40-50   1.84267  4.37876  .974 -11.2058 14.8911 
Note. *Significant at the 0.05 level 
Gender 
Lastly, I investigated differences between gender and MiCTS total actual scores. 
When investigating differences between gender, no significant differences were found 
between genders regarding MiCTS total scores, F(1, 52.19) = 0.43, p = .84 (see Tables 13 
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& 14). I will discuss possible reasons for no differences between gender identity in 
Chapter 5. 
Table 13 
ANOVA Significance Test of Gender and MiCTS 
   Statistic df1      df2  p 
Levene   4.250  1  210  .040 
Brown-Forsythe   .043  1   52.187 .836 
 
Table 14 
ANOVA: Gender and MiCTS 
   Sum of Squares df Mean Square  F    p 
Between Groups         3.087      1   3.087            .032 .858 
Within Groups  20181.283  210 96.101      
Total   20184.370  211 
 
Research Question 3 
RQ3: Does perceived quality of the mentoring relationship predict CES students’ 
career change? Career choice change was represented by a 1 and no career choice change 
a 0. The sample was fairly equally distributed among career choice change as 98 
participants said they had a career choice change over the course of their CES program 







Did Career Goals Change over course of being enrolled as a CES Student 
       n  % 
No    120  55 
Yes      98  45 
Note: N = 218 
To investigate this hypothesis, I computed a binomial logistic regression analysis 
and found it to be significant, χ2(1) = 6.46, p = .011 (see Tables, 16, 17, and 18). 
Therefore, I can confirm that the total score on MiCTS is able to predict group 
membership into the categories of changed career goals or no career change. However, 
upon looking at effect size (Table 17), the MiCTS scores do not account for much 
variability in the change of group membership, r2 = .029. The identified equation for 
predicting group membership was as follows, Y= -.036*(Total score on MiCTS) + 2.07. 
Table 16 
Omnibus Test of Model Coefficients: Significance of MiCTS Scores Predicting Career 
Choice Change (RQ3) 
   Chi-square  df     p 
Step   6.464   1  .011 
Block   6.464   1  .011 









Effect size: MiCTS and Career Choice Change 
Step  -2 Log likelihood  Cox & Snell R Square Nagelkerke R 
Square  
1   293.524a   .029    .039 





Binomial Logistic Regression Predicting Career Choice Change using the MiCTS (RQ3) 
________________________________________________________________________ 
  B SE Wald df p Odds           95% CI for Odds Ratio 
       Ratio  Lower  Upper 
Change -.036 .014 6.272 1 .012   .965  .938  .992 
Constant 2.072 .917 5.104 1 .024 7.943 
 
Research Question 4 
 RQ4: Do age, gender, or race influence qualities CES students assign as essential 
for ideal mentors? To investigate this question, I performed descriptive analyses. 
Specifically, I created frequency tables for each variable of interest and the four subscales 
of the MiCTS using the data from participants’ ideal mentor responses. I placed 
responses into the domains (psychosocial, career, research, or clinical) as per the MiCTS 
scoring instructions provided by Prouty and colleagues (Prouty et al., 2017).  The MiCTS 
is commonly separated into the domains of Psychosocial (items 1, 6, 7, 8, 14, 15, & 25), 
Career (items 3, 4, 5, 11, 17, 18, 23, & 26), Clinical (items 2, 9, 10, 16, 22, & 24), and 
Research (items 12, 19, 20, & 21) domains. For the data analysis, I examined which 
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qualities participants assigned as being essential in their ideal mentor across race, age, 
and gender.  
Table 19 
Ideal Qualities of Mentor by Age: Psychosocial and Career Domain 
  
Table 20 
Ideal Qualities of Mentor by Age: Clinical and Research Domain 
 Clinical Domain Research Domain 
Age Irrelevant Sometimes 
Important 
Essential Irrelevant Sometimes 
Important 
Essential 
20-29 14.6% 60.4% 25% 4.2% 52.1% 43.8% 
30-39 8.8% 68.1% 23% 3.5% 45.1% 51.3% 
40-49 10.9% 82.6% 6.5% 10.9% 50% 39.1% 
50-70 0% 72.7% 27.3% 18.2% 18.2% 63.6% 
 
 Psychosocial Domain Career Domain 
Age Irrelevant Sometimes 
Important 
Essential Irrelevant Sometimes 
Important 
Essential 
20-29 2.1% 70.8% 27.1% 2% 75% 22.9% 
30-39 0.9% 69% 30% 2.7% 76.1% 21.2% 
40-49 4.3% 82.6% 13% 15.2% 82.6% 2.2% 
50-70 0% 72.7% 27.3% 18.2% 63.6% 18.2% 
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As indicated in Tables 19 and 20, participants across all ages scored the research 
domain as the most essential quality of an ideal mentor. Participants aged 40-49 
proportionately reported the lowest essential quality of an ideal mentor was the career 
domain (2%). The highest percentage of participants who scored a quality as being 
essential were the participants who were aged over 50 years and under the research 
domain (63.6%). Otherwise, scores for essential qualities of a mentor were fairly evenly 
distributed.  
Table 21 
Ideal Qualities of Mentor by Race: Clinical and Research Domain 
 Clinical Domain Research Domain 
Race Irrelevant Sometimes 
Important 
Essential Irrelevant Sometimes 
Important 
Essential 
Caucasian 13.3% 75% 11.7% 7% 49.2% 43.8% 
Black/African 
American 
3.8% 55.8% 40.4% 0% 32.7% 67.3% 


















Ideal Qualities of Mentor by Race: Psychosocial and Career Domain 
 
 Psychosocial Domain Career Domain 
Race Irrelevant Sometimes 
Important 
Essential Irrelevant Sometimes 
Important 
Essential 
Caucasian 2.3% 79.7% 18% 8.6% 82% 9.4% 
Black/African 
American 
0% 55.8% 44.2% 0% 69.2% 30.8% 
Other 2.6% 71.1% 26.3% 5.3% 68.4% 26.3% 
       
 As shown in Tables 21 and 22, the proportion of participants who rated the 
research domain as an essential quality was higher than those who rated it as irrelevant or 
sometimes important. In particular, Black or African American participants rated research 
as the most essential quality of all qualities and proportionately higher than participants 
of any other race. Black or African American participants also rated the psychosocial and 
clinical aspects of mentorship more essential than other races as well as had the highest 
scores within the essential category across all four domains than any other race. I will 









Ideal Qualities of Mentor by Gender: Career and Clinical Domain 
 Career Domain Clinical Domain 
Gender Irrelevant Sometimes 
Important 
Essential Irrelevant Sometimes 
Important 
Essential 
Male 3% 69.7% 27.3% 9.1% 69.7% 21.2% 
Female 6.7% 77.1% 16.2% 10.1% 69.3% 20.7% 
       
Table 24 
Ideal Qualities of Mentor by Gender: Psychosocial and Research Domain  
 Research Domain Psychosocial Domain 
Gender Irrelevant Sometimes 
Important 
Essential Irrelevant Sometimes 
Important 
Essential 
Male 9.1% 51.5% 39.4% 6.1% 69.7 24.2% 
Female 5% 46.4% 48.6% 1.1% 73.2 25.7% 
       
As shown in Tables 23 and 24, the proportion of female participants who rated 
research as an essential quality was higher than male participants with the majority of 
females (48.6%) rating research as an essential attribute of a mentor.  Interestingly, 
females proportionately rated the career domain as the lowest essential quality of an idea 





Total actual scores on the MiCTS cannot predict if a participant enters into a 
faculty or non-faculty position. Mentees aged 30-39 scored significantly higher on their 
actual mentorship experiences than mentees aged 40-49. The MiCTS does predict if a 
person will have a career choice change as the group of people who had a career choice 
change had higher actual scores on the MiCTs. Research appears to be the attribute 
people of all ages, races, and genders proportionately rated as a characteristic of an ideal 
mentor. African Americans rated the psychosocial domain more essential than other races 
did. Fewer females scored career as an essential attribute of an ideal mentor than any 
other domain or gender. Sixty percent of participants wanted to obtain a faculty position 
upon entering their CES program, 70% hoped to enter into a faculty position upon 
graduating, but only 54% were able to secure a faculty position.  
In this chapter I described my pilot study, my sample, and the results of the study. I 
interpret the findings of the study in Chapter 5. I also provide recommendations, describe 




Chapter 5: Discussion  
The purpose of this quantitative study was to explore the perceived quality of 
participants’ mentoring relationships as measured by the MiCTS and whether that score 
then predicted the participant’s career choices or a change in career choice. I also 
investigated whether students’ demographic variables of race, age, or gender influenced 
their perceived quality of the mentoring relationship. Finally, I described qualities 
identified as essential qualities of an ideal mentor across the participant’s age, gender, 
and race. My hope in conducting this study was to provide CES program administrators 
with data they could use to form mentorship programs that would build on the self-
efficacy of CES students with the hope of having these graduates fill the strong need for 
CES faculty positions.  
Key findings from this study are that the MiCTS total scores cannot predict 
whether the participants obtained a full-time faculty position or another career 
opportunity. However, total scores on the MiCTS were able to predict group membership 
into the categories of changed career goals or no career change. A second key finding 
was that participants aged 30-39 years had significantly higher MiCTS ratings compared 
to those participants aged 40-49 years. Participants who identified as Black or African 
American had significantly higher MiCTS total actual scores in comparison to Caucasian 
and other races.  Another key finding was that participants across all ages scored the 
research domain as the most essential quality of an ideal mentor. The lowest essential 
quality of an ideal mentor for participants aged 40-49 years fell under the career domain 
(2%). Otherwise, scores for essential qualities of a mentor were fairly evenly distributed.  
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Interpretation of the Findings 
 Study participants rated research mentorship as the most essential quality of an 
ideal mentor. I found this finding to occur across race, age, and gender. The persistent 
shortage of clinical research within the field of counseling is a significant problem for 
counselor education as well as other helping professions (Borders et al., 2012; Kaminsky 
& Behrend, 2015; Lee, 2014). Study results confirmed previous findings that research is 
the area in which most CES students felt they needed mentorship (Lamar & Helm, 2017; 
Magnuson et al., 2003; Wilde et al, 2015). This finding may especially relate to CES 
students who are transitioning into faculty positions, similar to how participants in 
Milsom and Moran’s (2015) study were transitioning into faculty positions and rated 
research mentoring as being critical to their success in becoming a faculty member. 
Milsom and Moran’s (2015) findings align with the present investigation due to the 
majority of study participants reporting a desire to obtain a faculty position and 54% 
reporting already having obtained a faculty position.  
My results indicated that Black or African American participants rated all four 
categories of qualities (clinical, career, psychosocial, and research) as being essential 
across all four domains compared to all other racial groups. For instance, 40 % of Black 
or African American participants rated the clinical domain as being essential and only 11 
% of Caucasians and 21% of other races rated the clinical domain as being essential. 
Similarly, 31 % of Black or African American participants rated the career domain as 
being essential whereas only 9.4 % of Caucasians and 26.3 % of participants from other 
races scored this category as being essential. It is important to note that the career domain 
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is the category Caucasians scored as being the least most essential aspect of mentorship. 
This may lead some people to believe the mentoring requirements of African American 
or Black students are too high. However, I found participants who identified as Black or 
African American rated their actual mentoring experiences (not just ideal mentoring 
experiences) higher than the participants of all other races as well. Therefore, one may 
conclude Black or African American participants have high expectations of an ideal 
mentor, but are also having their needs met. This finding also aligns with Montgomery’s 
(2017) conclusion that minority students often report gaining more benefits from 
mentoring relationships than any other racial group. Therefore, one way to strengthen 
diversity among the CES field may be to offer mentorship opportunities to Black of 
African American students and to offer these mentoring relationships during the master’s 
program as a way to recruit for CES programs. Future researchers may also want to 
qualitatively investigate how mentorship impacted Black or African American CES 
students in particular and if there was a variable unaccounted for in this study that may 
influence Black or African American students’ choice of non-faculty or faculty positions.  
 Approximately 25 participants answered the one open-ended question in the 
survey. About four participants responded to the open-ended question citing they 
witnessed their mentors express how stressful their position was and that led them to not 
want to enter into a faculty position. These findings align with Coaston and Cook’s 
(2017) and Ramirez’s (2010) findings that students often make career choices based on 
how their mentor, advisor, or faculty member portrayed the profession (Ramirez, 2010) 
especially when it comes to levels of burnout. Other respondents (n = 3) stated they did 
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not become a faculty member due to the potential to make more money in private 
practice, to have their loans forgiven by working as a school counselor, or that the faculty 
position was “just not worth the hassle.” This finding reiterates Nagel et al.’s (2004), 
Brooks and Steen’s (2010), and Hinkle et al.’s (2017) findings that counselor educators in 
trainings’ perception of the low salary and perceived rigor of academic positions may 
deter CES graduates from applying for faculty positions.  
The open-ended responses (n = 2) from two identified Latina participants who 
referred to power dynamics in academia as a reason for not entering into a faculty 
position may reaffirm Ramirez’s (2010) other finding that ethnic minority students chose 
not to enter the field of teaching because they felt there was a lack of respect for the 
teaching profession, there are too many political underpinnings, and this population has 
experienced negative events in school. Other minority respondents discussed 
organizational politics, dealing with “political games in academia, “white supremacy” 
and “outward racist acts on CESNET as reasons for not entering academia.” Preston 
(2013) brought attention to each of these political and discriminatory reasons for Black 
faculty not entering into faculty positions. He reported finding 98% of all academic 
administrative positions in the top ten Universities were held by Caucasian males. 
Preston suggested empowering new faculty members with ideologies of social justice and 
information on activism while empowering them with knowledge and mentorship on how 
to become an administrator. After reviewing these open-ended responses, researchers 
may want to delve into the phenomenological experiences of these mentees. These 
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responses bring light to the systemic issues in higher education, society, and the everyday 
happenings in the world.  
Two other female respondents reported not entering a faculty position by 
discussing familial obligations. For instance, one participant stated, “family 
responsibilities at the time and I didn’t want to relocate my children” as well as “I did not 
want to move.” These open-ended responses align with Woo et al.’s (2017) findings that 
female participants selected geographic location, family need, and work conditions as the 
critical variables in making a career choice. 
My findings that there was a significant difference between participants aged 30-
39 and those aged 40-49 was supported by existing literature. Both Boswell et al.’s 
(2015) and Neale et al.’s (2018) findings also supported previous findings that mentoring 
needs of counselor educators varied by age. In particular, Nate’s (2015) finding that 
female counselor educators aged between 40 and 50 reported a stronger alignment with 
many of the views associated with social advocacy than any other age group may be a 
way to explain the significant difference between these two age groups.  
The MiCTS 
Prouty et al. (2015) suggested researchers not use the total score on the MiCTS 
because they found the research domain was not well represented in their population. 
However, the research domain was properly represented in my study. This difference 
between Prouty et al.’s participants and mine is likely due to Prouty et al. conducting 
their study on LMFT’s who were likely going to enter clinical positions after obtaining 
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their PhD’s whereas CES students are likely to enter into faculty positions which can 
have more of a research focus.  
Quinlan et al. (2019) and Trolia (2019) used the MiCTS and found participants 
form their study scored the psychosocial functions significantly higher than clinical, 
career, or research domains. Dissimilarly, the majority of participants in my study rated 
the research domain as being essential for an ideal mentor. This difference may be 
explained by all of Quinlan et al.’s and Trolia’s participants being psychologists whereas 
mine were CES students. The difference is the majority (70%) of study participants 
wanted to become full-time faculty whereas psychologists tend to enter into clinical 
positions making the clinical and psychosocial domains more critical to their career.  
Kram’s Theory of Mentorship  
The majority of participants in the study rated the psychosocial support domain as 
being an essential or sometimes essential characteristic of a mentor. Few participants 
rated this domain as being irrelevant. This emphasis on the psychosocial domain was true 
across race, age, and gender. Therefore, my study may also affirm Milsom and Moran’s 
and Niles et al. (2001) studies that found mentors should attend to personal factors related 
to being in a doctoral program. Seeing how the MiCTS (Prouty et al. 2015) aligns with 
Kram’s identified psychosocial components of mentorship that includes enhancing 
mentees’ sense of competence, self-efficacy, and professional and personal development 
(Kram, 1983), my study reaffirms Kram’s theory of mentoring. 
Just under half (45%) of participants stated their career goals changed over the 
course of being enrolled as a CES student. Kram (1983) explained career choice changes 
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by referring to her findings that mentors often influenced mentees’ career possibilities by 
increasing information about careers, providing career resources, and exposing mentees 
to a variety of career possibilities (Higgins & Kram, 2001). Therefore, my study 
reinforces Kram’s position because only 20% of participants stated their mentor did not 
influence their primary career choice and 23% stated their mentor did not influence their 
secondary career choice. 
Gottfredson 
Gottfredson (1981) believed mentors often promoted self-insight and career 
exploration for their mentees which helped prevent or reverse inappropriate 
circumscription. Therefore, Gottfredson may extrapolate that my findings reiterate her 
stance that mentors can lessen barriers for mentees which leads them to obtain the career 
choice they desire and for which they were trained.  The majority of study participants 
(70%) endorsed wanting to enter into a faculty position and 54% stated they had already 
obtained a faculty position which are higher statistics than previous studies because other 
studies included participants who had not been mentored (Hinkle et al., 2017; Isaacs & 
Sabella, 2013; Murdock et al., 2013; Woo et al., 2017).  
Gottfredson (1981) believed a person can reverse inappropriate circumscription 
through insight which other researchers found is a common task performed by mentors 
(Black et al., 2012; Yob & Crawford, 2012). Gottfredson also found problems arise when 
an individual’s self-assessment is inaccurate which leads them to overemphasize barriers 
and restrict career options which is why it is critical to examine a person’s perception of 
career opportunities, ability to make career choices, priorities when compromising, and 
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dysfunctional career thoughts. Gottfredson and other researchers (DeCino, 2019; Harris, 
2014; Schneider & Dimito, 2010) have used Gottfredson’s theory to support how having 
a mentor can negate these problems for mentees. For instance, counselors who reported 
having a mentor stated the most significant ways a mentor helped them was by helping 
them navigate barriers within their chosen career, increase their view of career 
opportunities, and by increasing their feelings of support and confidence (Baltrinic et al., 
2016; Carpenter et al., 2015; Eaton et al., 2015; Protivnak & Foss, 2009); all items found 
on the MiCTS. Therefore, my finding that mentees who had a mentor, who almost always 
engaged in most of the listed benefits of mentoring, were more likely to report a career 
choice change. This finding supports Gottfredson’s claim because it is likely the 
participant’s mentor engaged in most of the aspects of quality mentoring that lead to 
healthier career choice making. 
Social Cognitive Career Theory  
My finding that mentees who had mentors who almost always engaged in most of 
the listed benefits of mentoring were likely to report a career choice change also reaffirms 
previous findings of SCCT researchers. For instance, many researchers found that 
mentorship positively influenced self-efficacy and career outcome expectations which in 
turn predicted career interest and career choice (Briggs & Pehrsson, 2008; Dollarhide et 
al., 2013; Eaton et al., 2015; Murdock et al., 2013; Nolte et al., 2015). Other researchers 
attributed this career choice decision to increased feelings of confidence in job tasks 
(Kaminsky & Beherend, 2015). Therefore, what my finding may be suggesting is that 
mentors who attend to the majority of tasks associated with being an ideal mentor are 
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likely to produce mentees who feel confident in their career decisions, and may even 
change their career choice if they receive quality mentorship, because they have 
increased their mentors’ self-efficacy in job related tasks by role modeling behaviors. 
Especially since participants in Crowe et al.’s (2013) study identified observing their 
mentor, receiving feedback from their mentor, and co-leading counseling sessions as the 
most beneficial to them experiencing increased feelings of competence and confidence. 
Approximately 60% of participants in the present study reported wanting to be a 
full-time faculty member upon entering their CES program versus the 70% who reported 
that they wanted to become a full-time faculty member upon graduation. Therefore, 
approximately 10% of study participants had an increased interest in becoming a faculty 
member over the course of their CES program. Knowing that 77% of participants in my 
study were mentored by counselor educators but that scores on the MiCTS do not predict 
if participants entered into faculty or non-faculty positions may contradict Bandura’s 
SCCT. For instance, Bandura (1997) claimed that the self-efficacy rates of mentees 
would increase as they watched their mentor engage in job tasks and that the mentee 
would likely feel more confident to engage in these job-related tasks.  
Study findings that mentorship can influence a person to have a career choice 
change and that many CES students experienced a career choice change aligns with 
previous research that found mentors can influence a mentees career trajectory (Conklin 
et al., 2013). More specifically, this finding reiterates the research that confirmed most 
CES students enter their doctoral degree with the intent to become a full-time faculty 
member, but only between 20% and 43% of CES graduates reported wanting to pursue a 
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faculty position upon graduation (Hinkle et al., 2017; Isaacs & Sabella, 2013; Murdock et 
al., 2013; Woo et al., 2017).  
More participants in this study reported wanting to obtain a faculty position (70%) 
than did in Hinkle et al.’s (2017) study. This finding may be because all participants in 
the present study were mentored whereas mentorship was not a qualifying factor for 
participation in Hinkle et al.’s study. It is also important to note that Hinkle et al. only 
had 35 participants in their study. This minor discrepancy between Hinkle et al.’s finding 
and my findings may also be explained by Lent and Bandura’s (1997) SCCT. For 
instance, CES students with high self-efficacy levels were more likely to persist in their 
academics (Walsh & Kurpius, 2016), had stronger supervisory skills (Frick& Glosoff, 
2014), had more research publications (Kuo et al., 2017), and had higher levels of 
professional identity (Dollarhide et al., 2013). These positive gains often came from 
participants being mentored and this led them to enter into CES faculty positions (Briggs 
& Pehrsson, 2008; Dollarhide et al., 2013; Eaton et al., 2015; Murdock et al., 2013; Nolte 
et al., 2015). Hinkle et al.’s (2013) main claim that students’ perception of the low salary 
and perceived rigor of academic positions may deter CES graduates from applying for 
faculty positions may not be true for students who received mentorship because faculty 
mentors may normalize the rigor of academia (Dollarhide et al., 2013 & Nolte et al., 






Age and Self-Efficacy 
Other researchers have also found similar results to mine regarding participants 
aged 30-39 reporting higher actual scores on mentoring scales than other participants. For 
instance, Lam et al. (2013) found counselors between the ages of 30 and 39 years old 
reported the highest rates of self-efficacy among all age groups. The high self-efficacy 
rates of this age group are important because many researchers reported self-efficacy 
levels determine career choice (Conklin et al., 2013; Connolly et al., 2018; Ponnock et 
al., 2018). Knowing that I also found participants in the age group of 30-39 reported 
higher scores on the MiCTS than participants aged 40-49 highlights the importance of 
further exploring the experiences of the 40-49 year-olds because these individuals may 
not be feeling as confident or competent in their job tasks which can affect their career 
choice, tenure in positions, as well as productivity (Conklin et al., 2013; Connolly et al., 
2018).  
Limitations of the Study 
Participants self-selected to be a part of this study which may have skewed results 
if more faculty and administrators responded than practitioners. This study only applies 
to individuals who have graduated within the past ten years and who had a mentor. I 
cannot make any inferences about people who did not have a mentor or graduated before 
2010. I did not capture any extraneous variables in the assessments. For instance, the 
above mentioned differences between age groups that may have been influenced by 




The world is currently experiencing a pandemic. The implications of experiencing 
a pandemic and collecting data during a pandemic are yet unknown. For instance, I do 
not know the effects of the pandemic on availability of faculty positions, mentoring, or 
career choices. Clinicians, students, and faculty were forced to rapidly adapt to the 
pandemic by changing the way courses and services were delivered (Neuwirth et al., 
2020). Researchers have also found that the pandemic has changed the way many 
counselors provide therapeutic services and many counseling organizations are concerned 
about counselors and burn-out (ACA, 2020). Neurwirth et al. (2020) found both students 
and faculty were burdened by the stressors of the pandemic and proposed that higher 
education may be changed forever. For instance, as stated by Cutri et al. (2020), many 
faculty were not prepared to transition into teaching online courses and were also faced 
with having to assist students. Most importantly, students were faced with 
insurmountable pressure related to juggling various roles; especially Latina students 
(Morabito, 2020). Feelings associated with lack of preparedness, role extension, and 
being in a constant state of flux may have influenced career choices of the participants in 
my study.  
Boudreau (2020) found many counselors reported being overworked and without 
proper resources for how to handle clients during the pandemic. As discussed by Harper 
(2020), clinicians were among the front-line workers whose health was placed at risk 
during the pandemic. The Center for Disease Control and Prevention (2020) found the 
pandemic is resulting in people experiencing changes in sleep quality, difficulty 
concentrating, and increased use of substances, mental health disorders, and even suicide. 
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These stressors can lead counselor educators or soon-to-be graduates of CES programs to 
change their career or to mentors not providing quality mentorship (Coaston & Cook, 
2017). 
There is an underlying assumption that counselor educators are models of self-
care for their mentees (Moate et al. 2016). Unfortunately, during these unprecedented 
times, counselor educators may struggle balancing their roles as educators, mentors, 
counselors, or supervisors (Harrichand et al. 2021). Researchers have also found that 
when counselor educators neglect their own self-care they compromise modeling ethical 
behaviors and are often unable to be effective at work (Yager & Tovar-Blank, 2007). 
Therefore, mentorship provided during the pandemic may have not been as strong as 
prior to the pandemic which produced differing results from those who were mentored 
prior to the pandemic.  
There are currently 40 million Americans who are unemployed in the U.S. (U.S. 
Bureau of Statistics and Labor, 2020).  However, researchers do not know how many of 
these 40 million unemployed workers are counselors or counselor educators. I also do not 
know if any of these individuals filled or did not fill out the survey. Results may have 
been skewed by the economic circumstances the world was facing during my data 
collection. For instance, participants may have reported having higher actual scores in 
relation to their mentor because they had a job and had a mentor and are better off than 
other people they know with PhD’s in CES. There is also the possibility that people who 
are unemployed or attending to the burdens of the pandemic did not complete the survey.  
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Gottfredson (1981) claimed that a person’s environment and life situations 
influence their career choices. I can only guess that the pandemic influenced people who 
hold their PhD in CES and CES doctoral students in some way. For instance, being in a 
pandemic probably altered a person’s career choices, perception of faculty positions, and 
mentoring experiences. It is also likely that the pandemic has affected people of different 
ages, races, and genders in different ways; and therefore; it may have also impacted their 
career choices and mentoring relationships.  
Some participants had to rely on their long-term memory in order to fill out this 
survey. Others may have been influenced by the current climate concerning racism. My 
study did not account for these influences or other extraneous variables. Lastly, I 
experienced a data breach and had to throw away data. Some of the thrown away data 
could have been valid which could have changed my results.  
Recommendations 
 Both my study and previous studies have concluded that CES students enter CES 
programs hoping to obtain a faculty position but many leave the program not wanting to, 
or not being able to, obtain a faculty position (Hinkle et al., 2017). Considering my study 
found the MiCTS total scores cannot predict if a participant went into a faculty or non-
faculty position, researchers are still left wondering what the variables are that influence a 
CES students’ decision to obtain (or not obtain) a faculty position at the end of their PhD 
program. As the focus of the study was primarily quantitative in nature, I did not collect 
much qualitative data. However, future researchers may find it beneficial to interview 
CES students who are about to graduate about their career choices upon graduation and 
191 
 
ask how they came to choose that career. Researchers should interview CES students who 
had, and did not have, a mentor and who are entering, and not entering, faculty positions 
to see if there are differences. Then, researchers could create a quantitative measure using 
the results from the qualitative study and make their findings more generalizable. 
According to the study’s findings, participants who identified as Black or African 
American had significantly higher total scores on the MiCTS compared to groups of all 
other races. This finding may lead researchers in the direction of qualitatively collecting 
data from Black or African American CES students about their mentorship experiences 
and why they perceived their mentor almost always engaged in most mentorship 
characteristics associated with the MiCTS. In particular, researchers must address the 
respondents who shared their reasons for not wanting to enter into academia by delving 
into the tougher topics of racism, white supremacy, and the politics of higher education.  
While there were few respondents who had the courage to bring attention to these 
topics, these voices deserve attention and may even be thoughts of other respondents who 
chose not to answer the open-ended question. Much more education and research is 
needed in the area of racism and white supremacy in higher education; especially since 
accrediting boards, colleges and universities, and society in general is making it be 
known that students want faculty who look like them. However, this research 
demonstrates it is more than just hiring faculty who represent minority students and that 
the issue is more about creating a climate in which faculty of color can thrive and 
possibly become administrators who can affect change. These findings also suggest an 
overhaul of how we deliver education and the need to focus on training CES leaders to 
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become aware of the systemic influences, combat racism ,and become agents of social 
change.  
I also suggest investigating if there are differences between Black or African 
American CES students who were mentored by someone within their own race or 
someone of a different race. For instance, Randel found cross-race mentorship in the 
form of sponsorship can increase the African American mentee’s chances of earning an 
administrative position in higher education because the mentor is invested in the mentee’s 
success and exposes the mentee to various people as well as teaches the mentee how to 
navigate the politics of academia. While some researchers found same-race mentorship 
highly benefits underrepresented groups almost all researchers point out that it is the 
quality of mentorship, rather than race, that matters most (Spalter-Roth et al., 2013). This 
is a need for research on the effects of cross-race mentoring within the field of CES. 
Creating a list of tasks mentors engaged in may provide counselor educators with 
a task list of positive ways to significantly influence a CES student’s mentorship 
experiences. Having this statistic may help program administrators assign mentors. 
Lastly, it may prove helpful to find out what tasks mentors were engaging in that lead the 
mentee to feel they mattered. 
Also according to my findings, participants in the 30-39 age group had 
significantly higher total scores on the MiCTS compared to those participants in the 40-
49 age group. This finding may suggest that counselor educators need to strengthen 
mentoring to CES students aged 40-49. It is plausible that mentors mentoring CES 
students aged 40-49 years thought CES students in this age group did not need as much 
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mentorship or career guidance due to them being older and possibly more settled in their 
career. However, my findings suggest this group desires more mentorship. I suggest 
future researchers analyze the intricate details of this age group. For instance, which of 
the four domains on the MiCTS did participants 40-49 years old score low on when 
filling out the survey on their actual mentorship experience.  
I also suggest future researchers explore how social justice work influences 
mentoring because Nate (2015) found female counselor educator mentees aged between 
40 and 50 reported a stronger alignment with many of the views associated with social 
advocacy than any other age group. Similarly, Brooks and Steen (2010) found the most 
significant reason why Black males reported remaining within the field of counselor 
education was due to their engagement in social advocacy projects. Therefore, 
involvement in social advocacy work may be influencing a CES students’ view of their 
ideal mentor.   
Social justice and advocacy work is another variable worthy of consideration. 
Brooks and Steen (2010) found the most significant reason why Black males reported 
remaining within the field of counselor education was due to their engagement in social 
advocacy projects. Washington and Henfield (2019) found similar results and offered 
ways for counselor educators to infuse the AMCD multicultural and social justice 
counseling competencies into the classroom as a way to address the Black Lives Matter 
movement and other initiatives designed to bring attention to the current climate. 
Washington and Henfield’s suggestions are not only good for CES programs to adapt, but 
CES faculty and administrators must also find ways to empower their students to carry on 
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these discussions in the classrooms they serve in. Therefore, it may be beneficial for 
researchers to examine the effects of mentors who engaged in social justice advocacy 
work across race, age, or gender. 
 My findings that the higher the total actual score on the MiCTS predicted a career 
choice change may be related to Ramirez’s (2010) findings that students often make 
career choices based on how their mentor, advisor, or faculty member portrayed the 
profession. Therefore, my recommendation would be to have counselor educators who 
are serving as mentors understand how they portray the field of academia, and that they 
may be influencing their mentee’s change in career choice. Another recommendation 
may be to have program administrators explore a mentor’s satisfaction with the aspects of 
their job prior to taking on the responsibilities of mentoring. Lastly, program 
administrators may want to hold a mentorship orientation in which they discuss this 
finding related to how counselor educators portray the profession is discussed may also 
benefit mentorship programs.  
 The finding that the research domain is the area that the majority of participants 
identified as being the most essential aspect of a mentor, deserves attention. Briggs and 
Pehrsson (2008) found the best way to increase research productivity among recently 
hired counselor educators was to provide these individuals with a research mentor who 
focused on research methodology, data analysis, and scientific integrity. Administrators 
in CES programs must heed the suggestions of previous researchers as well as the 
findings of this study and begin to include research mentoring opportunities into their 
curriculum as much as possible. As indicated from the individual items on the MiCTS, 
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mentors can role-model how to build a research agenda, collaborate with mentees on 
research or a publication, and actively encourage mentees to publish.  
 Researchers must also attend to current issues in future research. For instance, it 
may be noteworthy to investigate how the pandemic influenced the career choice of CES 
students and mentors. It may also be worthwhile to examine how the current racial and 
political climate influenced a CES students and counselor educators’ career choices.  
Implications 
The CACREP urges counselor education programs to make systemic efforts to 
attract and retain diverse faculty (CACREP, 2016). One way to strengthen systemic 
efforts in attracting and retaining diverse faculty is to increase the pool and success of 
CES students who want to enter into faculty positions. Knowing faculty often influence 
students’ career decisions through mentoring relationships (Conklin et al., 2013), that 
minority students often gain the most benefits from mentoring relationships 
(Montgomery, 2017), and as demonstrated by the results from this study, when mentored, 
African American participants rated their mentorship experiences higher than any other 
racial group highlights the importance of creating mentorship programs; Especially for 
underrepresented populations. Therefore, program administrators must begin to set up 
mentoring programs focused on all four domains of the MiCTS.  
Only 24% of study participants identified as Black or African American and 59% 
of participants reported their mentor was Caucasian. As previously stated, Miller and 
Stone (2011) found Black males were inspired to enter the field of counselor education if 
they were exposed to a faculty member of color. Respondents in Miller and Stone’s study 
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also reported that their mentor was often the person who initiated contact with a Black 
counselor educator. Therefore, when Caucasian mentors are mentoring CES students who 
do not share the same race, it may be beneficial to, at a minimum, expose their mentee to 
a counselor educator of color.  
Black or African American participants rated the psychosocial and clinical 
domains of ideal mentorship more essential than other races as well as had the highest 
scores within the essential category across all four domains than any other race. This 
finding reminds researchers of the crucial and varying needs Black or African American 
CES students place on their mentor. The significant need of CES students is likely due to 
their previous missed opportunities to have a mentor during their undergraduate or 
master’s education. It appears that when a CES student is provided with a mentor that 
mentor has to make up for that student not having had a mentor prior to them entering a 
doctoral program. Only 13% of participants stated their mentor was associated with their 
master’s program. Therefore, one recommendation is to start the mentoring programs 
earlier than in a CES program by matching master’s level students with mentors 
especially Black or African American students.  
Study data revealed Black or African American CES students’ perception that 
their mentor almost always engaged in the benefits of mentoring. Black or African 
American CES students’ perception of their mentor was higher than Caucasians’ 
perception of their mentor. Seventy one percent of African American participants in my 
study reported having an African American mentor. Therefore, I conclude that having a 
Black or African American CES student mentored by someone who shares their same 
197 
 
race may result in the African American CES student reporting higher benefits from 
being mentored or that there may be other variables influencing the mentee. These results 
would be similar to Smith et al.’s (2020) findings that HBCU students mentored by 
faculty who looked like them resulted in increased student success and social mobility. 
This finding could lead CES program administrators to want to hire more diverse faculty 
which again stresses the importance of needing a stronger pipeline of CES students from 
counselor education master’s programs and psychology undergraduate programs.   
Quality mentorship opportunities must focus on research. Borders et al. (2012) 
issued research mentoring guidelines and made a call to the profession to address the 
research gap and lack of researcher self-efficacy, however it appears little progress has 
been made in this area. Program administrators who are dedicated to increasing the pool 
of applicants for faculty positions should create research mentoring programs. These 
quality mentoring programs should also involve the psychosocial aspects such as building 
trust and safety, providing emotional support and counseling, as well as increasing the 
mentees self-image. These mentorship opportunities may increase CES students’ overall 
self-efficacy levels which may lead to CES students applying for faculty positions which 
could address the demand on the profession. 
One way in which I am using the results of this study is that I have started 
collaborating with the North Atlantic Region Association of Counselor Education and 
Supervision (NARACES) which is my regional chapter of ACES and I am helping create 
a mentoring program. I am hoping to use active NARACES members to mentor newer 
NARACES members. I, along with a few other researchers, piloted a research mentoring 
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program this past Spring of 2020 and are using data from that experience to form a 
mentoring program. It is my plan for the NARACES mentorship program to cover all 
four domains of the MiCTS and have a specific research mentorship component and 
training day.  
 Ramsey et al. (2002) argued that counselor educators conduct quite a bit of 
scholarly activities by presenting at workshops or trainings, working on departmental 
initiatives, undergoing accreditation processes, and reviewing publications. This broader 
view of faculty research requirements appears to be a trend among many institutions and 
especially for faculty serving in the social sciences (Schimanski & Alperin, 2018). 
Therefore, I will use the results of this study to conduct workshops and presentations. In 
particular, I submitted a proposal for the ACES conference this Fall 2021. My hope is to 
share the results of my study with other counselor educators. I will also commit to 
collaboratively writing a journal article with my committee members for a peer-reviewed 
journal.  
Conclusion 
My purpose for this quantitative study was to explore the influence of mentoring 
relationships with participants who had their PhD in CES. In particular I wanted to see if 
mentoring influenced either participants’ career choices or a change in career choice, if 
demographic variables influenced participants’ perceived quality of the mentoring 
relationship, and what qualities participants deemed were essential for an ideal mentor 
across participants’ age, gender, and race. I used Bandura’s self-efficacy theory, Kram’s 
theory of mentorship, and Gottfredson’s theory of circumscription to describe the 
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relationship between my variables. The results indicated the MiCTS total score cannot 
predict whether a participant became a faculty member or not, but could predict if they 
had a career choice change. Results also pointed to differences in mentorship among 
participant race and age. Lastly, counselor educators are reminded of the significant need 
for research mentorship and that future researchers need to conduct studies on mentorship 
and career choice. Therefore, the critical importance of having a mentor within the field 
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  Appendix A Demographic Questionnaire 
Qualifying Questions:  
1. Did you graduate after 2010 or are about to graduate (will graduate before May 
2021) from a CES doctoral program that is CACREP accredited?  
___ Yes ___ No 
2. For the purpose of this study, a mentor is defined as a person who is more 
experienced than you and who is engaged in a relationship with you for the 
purpose of helping you and developing your career. Keeping the following 
definition of mentor in mind, did you have a mentor while attending your CES 
program?  
___ Yes ___ No 
CES Student Demographics 
1. What is your age? ______ 
2. How would you describe yourself? 
___ Caucasian    
___Black or African American    
___ Hispanic, Latino, or of Spanish origin 
___ American Indian or Alaska Native    
___Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander    





___ Prefer not to answer 
3. What is your current gender identity?  
___ Male   
___ Female  
___ Trans male or Trans man  
___ Trans female or Trans woman  
___ Gender queer or Gender non-conforming 
___ Prefer not to answer 
___ other _______ 
Attributes of the Mentor Relationship  
If you have had multiple mentors, please choose one of them and respond to the questions 
regarding that specific mentor.  
4. How does your mentor describe themself (choose all that apply)? 
___ Caucasian    
___Black or African American    
___ Hispanic, Latino, or of Spanish origin 
___ American Indian or Alaska Native    
___Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander    
___Asian   
___ Multi-ethnic 
___ Other 
___ I am unsure 
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5. To which gender identity does your mentor most identify?  
___ Male   
___ Female  
___ Trans male or Trans man  
___ Trans female or Trans woman  
___ Gender queer or Gender non-conforming 
___ or Different identity; please identify _______ 
___ I am unsure 
6. Was or is your mentor affiliated with your:  
___ Current Place of Employment   
___ Former Place of Employment   
 ___ Professional Organization           
___ University (Your Current CES program) 
___ School: Your Master’s program   
___ School: Your Undergraduate Program 
___ Provided supervision for my license         
Other: __________ 
7. Did your mentor influence you to pursue the current position that is your primary 
career?  
_____ No, my mentor did not influence my primary career choice.   
_____ Yes, my mentor reinforced that I should pursue the primary career that I identified  
  as I entered my CES program. 
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_____ Yes, my mentor provided guidance that led me to change the primary career 
 choice that I had identified when I entered my CES program. 
_____ I am unsure 
8. Did your mentor influence you to pursue the current position that is your secondary 
career?  
_____ Yes, my mentor encouraged me to pursue the secondary career choice that I 
 identified when I entered my  CES program 
_____ Yes, my mentor provided guidance that changed the secondary career choice 
 that I identified when I entered my CES program 
_____ Yes, my mentor suggested that I pursue a secondary career choice that I had 
 not considered upon entering my CES program 
_____ No, my mentor did not influence me to pursue my secondary career 
_____ I do not have a secondary career 
____ I am unsure 
9. What is your mentor’s main occupation?  
___ Counselor Educator  
___ Counselor   
___ Clinical Supervisor  
___ Other Educator  
___ Clinical Director    
___ Other: ______ 
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10. Is your mentor’s main occupation the same position you identified as the position you 
wanted to obtain when you entered your CES program?  
_____ Yes       
_____ No 
11. Is your mentor’s main occupation the same position you entered (or hope to enter) 
upon graduation?     
_____ Yes       
_____ No 
Career Choice of CES student  
12. Did your career goals change over the course of being enrolled as a CES student?  
___ Yes  
___ No 
13. Think back to when you entered your CES program. What was the primary position 
you hoped to obtain when you entered your CES doctoral program? 
___ Full-time faculty  
___ Adjunct  
___ Clinical leader or Administrator (private practice)  
___ Clinical leader or NOT Private Practice  
___ Clinical or Counselor (NOT private practice)  
___ Clinical or Counselor in Private Practice 




___ Post-Doctoral Opportunities  
___ Advocacy   
Other: ____  
___ I was unsure of my career goals 
14. Think back to when you entered your CES program. What was the secondary position 
you were hoping to obtain when you entered your CES doctoral program? 
___ Full-time faculty  
___ Clinical leadership or Administrator      
 ___ Clinical or Counselor (NOT private practice)  
___ Adjunct faculty  
___ Clinical or Counselor in Private Practice 
___ Supervision for licensure   
___ Research    
 ___ Advocacy   
___ Post-Doctoral Opportunities    
Other: ______      
___ I did not plan on obtaining a secondary position 
15. What was the primary position you wanted to obtain upon graduating from the CES 
doctoral program (choose one)? Or, for those of you who have not yet graduated, what is 
the primary position you want to obtain upon graduating the CES doctoral program 
(choose one)?  
___ Full-time faculty  
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___ Adjunct  
___ Clinical leader or Administrator (private practice)  
___ Clinical leader or NOT Private Practice  
___ Clinical or Counselor (NOT private practice)  
___ Clinical or Counselor in Private Practice 
___ Supervisor for licensure  
___ Researcher  
Other: _____   
___ Post-Doctoral Opportunities  
___ Advocacy  
___ I am unsure of my career trajectory  
16. What is the primary position you were able to obtain upon graduating from the CES 
doctoral program (choose one)?  
___ Full-time faculty  
___ Adjunct  
___ Clinical leader or Administrator (private practice)  
___ Clinical leader or NOT Private Practice  
___ Clinical or Counselor (NOT private practice)  
___ Clinical or Counselor in Private Practice 
___ Supervisor for licensure  
___ Researcher  
___ Post-Doctoral Opportunities  
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___ Advocacy  
Other: _____  
___ I have not yet graduated  
17. What is the secondary position you were able to obtain upon graduating from the CES 
doctoral program (choose one)? 
___ Full-time faculty  
___ Adjunct  
___ Clinical leader or Administrator (private practice)  
___ Clinical leader or NOT Private Practice  
___ Clinical or Counselor (NOT private practice)  
___ Clinical or Counselor in Private Practice 
___ Supervisor for licensure  
___ Researcher  
___ Post-Doctoral Opportunities   
___ I have not yet graduated  
___ I do not have a secondary position and do not want a secondary position 
___ I am exploring secondary positions 
Other: _____ 
18. For those of you who did not enter academia, please describe why you chose not to 





Appendix B: Pilot Study Results  
Reader     Comment 
1 Looks okay; thorough 
2 Is there a way for participants to fill in the 
blanks for the gender identity and how they 
describe themselves? I would add this 
3 Keep hos does your mentor describe 
themselves 
4 Should you write, “how does your mentor 
describe themselves (choose all that apply)?  
5 Thorough; I like that you have so many 
career options 
6 Looks good to me. I can not add anything.  
7 You have my blessing. This is well thought 
out.  
8 I can not think of anything to add.  
9 Thorough. Maybe too many career options; 
but, lets see what you find out.  




Appendix C: Race Condensed 
 Race      Frequency  Percent 
Caucasian      128   58.7 
Black or African American      52   23.9 
Other         38   17.5 
Total       218   100 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
